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Abstract 
 
Many organizations have tried to become learning organizations because they have been 
known to contribute to increased financial performance, innovation, and the retention of workers 
who possess valuable knowledge. The underlying premise of the learning organization is that no 
organization can survive if it does not acquire the ability to adapt continuously to turbulent 
economic environments. The workforce is an integral part of learning organizations because 
employees have to become experts in transforming data and information into valuable 
knowledge for individual and organizational use.  
Questions exist about how organizations need to act in order to foster learning 
organizations. As they have been known to be capable of delivering information and knowledge 
of individual learning across organizations, KMS and ELS in reality have been utilized to foster 
the development of learning organizations. However, it is doubtful as to whether or not KMS and 
ELS have had an impact on learning organizations. Therefore, this study is designed to address 
this deficit and build a foundation for future research on the impact of KMS and ELS on the 
development of learning organizations and how organizational climate impacts both employees’ 
utilization of KMS or ELS and the development of learning organization in the workplaces of 
South Korea.  
The following hypotheses will guide this study:  
H1: There is a positive relationship between employees’ perception of organizational 
climate and their perceptions of the dimensions of learning organizations in Korean companies.  
H2: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their perceptions of learning 
organizations in Korean companies.  
H3: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of KMS.  
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H4: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS.  
H5: Employees’ use and perceptions on KMS influence the perceived dimensions of        
a learning organization. 
H6: Employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence the perceived dimensions of         
a learning organization. 
The research setting consisted of three companies that have utilized two systems - KMS 
and ELS - in South Korea. These three companies were selected from convenient sampling and 
the data were collected via an online survey. Three sites were chosen in the service industry 
because employees are used to being isolated in separate workplaces. Therefore, information 
technologies such as KMS and ELS are critical media to communicate with, aid in learning, and 
develop employees within organizations. Since the purpose of this study is to investigate the 
impact of KMS and ELS, when influenced by organizational climate, on the development of 
learning organizations, it is important to collect data from employees in companies that use both 
KMS and ELS.  
To reveal the relationships among technology acceptances towards KMS and ELS, 
organizational climate and the dimensions of learning organizations, the following six 
hypotheses were tested by an empirical research methodology. First, hypothesis 1 (H1) was 
confirmed to show that there is a positive relationship between employees’ perceived 
organizational climate and the perceived dimensions of learning organizations in three Korean 
companies. Furthermore, hypothesis 2 (H2) was also confirmed to show that employees’ 
perceived organizational climate affects their perceptions of learning organizations in three 
Korean companies. Using canonical correlation analyses (CCA), hypothesis 3 (H3) and 4 (H4) 
confirmed that employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of KMS and 
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ELS. Finally, hypothesis 5 (H5) and 6 (H6) were confirmed to show that employees’ use and 
perceptions on KMS and ELS influence the perceived dimensions of a learning organization. 
Company A and C both confirmed all six hypotheses. However, company B confirmed 
only hypothesis 1 (H1) and 2 (H2) and hypothesis 3 (H3), 4 (H4), 5 (H5), and 6 (H6) were not 
supported. In short, KMS and ELS do not seem to contribute to the development of a learning 
organization in company B. In addition, employees in company B did not feel by their perceived 
organizational climate that they had to utilize KMS and ELS to foster a learning organization.  
The results of this study can contribute to the field of Human Resource Development 
(HRD) in many significant ways. First, empirical results of this study can contribute to the 
understanding of theoretical knowledge behind the utilization of KMS and ELS on enhancing 
learning organizations. This study could help researchers in the field of KMS and ELS to 
develop a better understanding of the impact of KMS and ELS influenced by organizational 
climate in the successful enhancement of learning organizations in South Korea. Second, the 
results of the study will provide practitioners with useful information in adopting KMS and ELS 
in the workplace of South Korea. Generally, the myth is that employees will use these 
technological systems once organizations have built them into their system. However, 
technology is not a valuable tool if individuals do not accept and use it. Thus, organizational 
climate and employees’ acceptance levels towards both systems can inform HRD professionals 
on how to promote employees’ utilization of both systems and create learning environments 
within organizations. This study could also allow practitioners initiating KMS and ELS to 
identify their employees’ current utilization and acceptance levels with quantitative 
methodologies used in this research. In addition, this study could suggest a direction for change 
before practitioners adopt technologies in order to assist in successfully implementing KMS and 
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ELS. Based on the diagnosis of a learning organization, efforts to become a learning organization 
for competitive advantage should include considerations in incorporating KMS or ELS for use 
by employees for individual learning and organizational learning.  
The results of this study provide interrelationships among organizational climate, usage 
and acceptance of KMS and ELS, and the learning organization, to help organizations become 
better learning organizations. To facilitate employees’ usage of KMS and ELS for promoting the 
learning organization, organizational climate has to be considered. It is clear that building KMS 
and ELS into organizations does not guarantee employees’ usage and learning for organizational 
learning based on the results of company B. However, this study has several limitations. First, 
this study collected data in three companies within a service industry in South Korea for 
convenient sampling. The weakness of this approach is that participants may not be 
representative of all the employees in the company. Employees in other industries and other 
countries might provide different responses. Therefore, the results of this study can only be 
generalized with limitations to employees in other companies in South Korea. Second, findings 
were based on the perceptions of employees who voluntarily chose to respond to the 
questionnaire. Therefore, data gathered from this study must be interpreted with caution, 
recognizing that they are collected through a self-reporting mechanism, as opposed to direct 
observation, or actual data analysis and that not all employees in the companies were fully 
represented in the data. Third, this study conducted the data at a particular time with quantitative 
research, so longitudinal or qualitative will add better at explaining the interrelationships among 
employees’ perceptions of organizational climate, the usage and acceptance towards KMS and 
ELS, and the learning organization. Fourth, the contents in KMS and ELS may influence users’ 
use and acceptance levels so the extent to how much business strategies are associated with them 
vi 
 
needs to be investigated in each company. Fifth, each instrument showed different constructs 
from the original ones even though they had been used for a long time in cross-cultural contexts. 
Cultural differences may also affect the respondents’ interpretations, so the instruments used in 
the studies will need to be validated. 
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Definition of Terms  
 
Learning Organization: “A learning organization is one that learns continuously and transforms  
itself…it proactively uses learning in an integrated way to support and catalyze growth for  
individuals, teams, entire organizations, and the institutions and communities with which they  
are linked” (Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996, p. 8).  
 
Knowledge Management System (KMS): “A class of information system applied to managing  
organizational knowledge” (Alavi & Leidner, 2001, p.114).  
 
E-Learning System (ELS): A system that is able to manage e-learning contents as well as keep  
 
track of participants’ learning progress, and maintain learning records.  
 
 
Technology Acceptance: The extent to which people accept information systems; its perceived  
 
usefulness and ease of use correlate with system use – a relationship which seems to explain the  
 
users’ behavior in using information technology (Gefen & Straub, 1997).  
 
 
Organizational Climate: A situation and its links to the thoughts, feelings, and behaviors of  
organizational members (Denison, 1996).  
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 
A learning organization is defined as an “organization where people continually expand 
their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of 
thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually 
learning how to learn together” (Senge, 1990a, p. 1). Gopher, Weil, and Bareket (1996), 
Solomon (1994), Thornburg (1994), and Thomas and Allen (2006) also describe that a learning 
organization is a company that has an enhanced capacity to learn, adapt, and change, and enables 
employees to consistently acquire and share knowledge. Such capability is critical to 
organizations developing a sustainable competitive advantage (Bierly, Kessler, & Christensen, 
2000) because in order to respond to external business pressures, such as increasing complexity 
in the workplace, a move to diversify the workforce, emphases on the quality of products or 
services and customers’ satisfaction, have shifted faster than in the past (Morris, 1993). Without 
consistent learning and new knowledge, it is impossible for organizations to survive among their 
competitors (Brown & Woodland, 1999).  
Many organizations have tried to become learning organizations because they are known 
to contribute to increased financial performance, innovation, and the retention of knowledge 
workers (Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, & Howton, 2002; Lee-Kelly, Blackman, & Hurst, 2007). The 
underlying premise of the learning organization is that no organizations can survive if it does not 
acquire the ability to adapt continuously to turbulent economic environments (Pearn, Roderick, 
& Mulrooney, 1995). The workforce is an integral part of learning organizations because 
2 
employees have to become experts who take the data and information and transform them into 
valuable knowledge for individual and organizational use (Marquardt, 1996).  
Knowledge is the key to an organization’s success and, therefore, many organizations 
find tools or methods that can help increase employees’ knowledge (Mladkova, 2007). 
Technology is a means that makes it possible to create, save, and share knowledge in the 
organization’s system for future use in the workplace. Adopting information technology is 
essential to organizations because they could affect work performance, organizational culture, 
and organizational development, as well as supporting learning and knowledge sharing for 
employees within organizations (Daghfous, 2004). In South Korea, Knowledge Management 
System (KMS) and E-Learning System (ELS) have represented technological solutions that 
support employees’ learning and knowledge sharing across organizations in the workplace 
(Clark & Meyer, 2007; Lee & Suh, 2003; Liebowitz & Frank, 2011).  
Since 1990, the concept of a learning organization has gained a great deal of popularity in 
South Korea. As a result, many organizations in South Korea built KMS to support the 
distribution and sharing of employees’ knowledge (Lee, 2008). The E-Learning System has also 
been applied to organizations in order to give employees a chance to learn and develop 
knowledge and skills in the workplace regardless of their work locations or time (Byun & Lee, 
2007; Lee, Yoon, & Lee, 2009). KMS and ELS both attempt to support learning by creating, 
sharing, and transferring knowledge across organizations (Maier & Schmidt, 2007). KMS is 
defined as “a class of information system applied to managing organizational knowledge” (Alavi 
& Leidner, 2001, p. 114). It helps organizations get the right information to the right people 
when they need it (Rosenberg, 2006). ELS is able to manage e-learning contents as well as keep 
track of participants’ learning progress, and maintain learning records. E-learning practices in 
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South Korea can be defined as the delivery of multiple stand-alone courses, which do not require 
the instructors’ physical presence, and where the learning process is controlled by learners (Byun 
& Lee, 2007; Lee et al., 2009).  
While it is crucial to utilize technology to foster the development of learning organization, 
the integration process often presents numerous challenges. In particular, the implementation of 
technology in the workplace could be affected by organizational climate (Klein, Conn, & Sorra, 
2001; Kozlowski & Hults, 1987). Organizational climate refers to a situation and its links to the 
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors of organizational members (Denison, 1996). Organizational 
climate has, consequently, been regarded as a critical factor in successfully implementing 
technology (e.g., KMS and ELS) (Baek, Lim, Lee, & Lee, 2008; Govindasamy, 2002; 
Romiszowski, 2004; Selim, 2007). For example, previous studies revealed that a supportive 
organizational climate is positively related to employees’ utilization of knowledge management 
and e-learning (Chen & Lin, 2004; Chen & Huang, 2007; Chen, Huang, & Hsiao, 2010).  
Even though KMS and ELS support performance development and learning in global 
organizations (Benson, Johnson, & Kuchinke, 2002), there has been a lack of inquiry on their 
effects in the workplace. Only a few studies have theoretically suggested the possible 
contributions of KMS and ELS to the creation of learning organizations (Loermans, 2002; 
Nadler & Nadler, 1994; Rosenberg, 2001, 2006; Shaikh, 2011). Many South Korean companies 
have built KMS into their companies and have tried to motivate their employees to utilize KMS 
(Lee, Chae, & Suh, 2004). Many Korean companies have applied means such as rewards based 
on their levels of generating and sharing knowledge or developing best practices for supporting 
employees’ consistent utilization of KMS (Baek et al., 2008). However, the KMS has not helped 
organizations achieve their expected outcomes (Lee, 2000; Lee & Suh, 2003); because they have 
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overlooked the integration among people, process, and technology (Thomas & Allen, 2006). Due 
to the development of technology, Korean companies also offer e-learning when employees need 
to learn, without the limitation of location and time. According to the Korean Research Institute 
for Vocational Education & Training (KRIVET), the number of employees who participated in 
e-learning was only 19,653 in 1999. The total number of participants in 2005 rose to 1,061,985 - 
a 54% increase in six years (Byun & Lee, 2007). In 2009, the total number of participants was 
1,507,064, with a total of 151 corporations that implemented e-learning, and a total of 87,957    
e-learning courses (Asia Europe Meeting, 2010). Even though e-learning has been a common 
program for workplace learning, there have been few studies that investigate the effect of           
e-learning on learning organizations in the workplace.  
Knowledge is information placed in context by virtue of human interpretation, or as 
Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995) postulate, knowledge is created by the anchoring of the beliefs and 
the commitment to the flow of information by its holder. Accordingly, knowledge is mainly 
embedded in people and affects their perceptions, beliefs and behaviors, which are additionally 
influenced by their environments, which is also known as organizational climate (Thomas & 
Allen, 2006).  
Several studies have shown the relationship between organizational climate and 
implementation of technology in the workplace (Klein et al, 2001; Kozlowski & Hults, 1987). 
Employees who have worked in supportive organizational climates are more likely to take part in 
formal and informal training related their jobs (Maurer & Tarulli, 1994; Noe & Wilk, 1993). 
Recently, an empirical study from Taiwan showed that a supportive organizational climate is 
positively related to knowledge management (Chen et al., 2010). However, these studies have 
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not dealt with the relationship between organizational climate and KMS or ELS in the workplace 
of South Korea.  
 Upon reviewing the existing literature, it is clear that there are three missing pieces which 
need to be studied: the relationships between the integration of information technology, along 
with the development of learning organization, and organizational climate in the workplace in 
South Korean companies. First, many studies have examined employees’ learning, acquisition of 
knowledge and their relationship to the learning organization. Few studies, however, have 
examined the effect of KMS and ELS on the learning organization. The lack of research about 
KMS and ELS limits a broader understanding of technology that facilitates knowledge 
acquisition and knowledge sharing processes in the workplace. Second, organizational climate 
influences employees’ behaviors or beliefs in the workplace. The organizational climate has been 
used to reveal the relationship between employee’s involvements, transferring of training, or 
usage of technology. However, the relationship between organizational climate and the 
utilization of KMS or ELS has not received much attention by scholars. Finally, information 
technology, such as KMS or ELS, is not the driving force of knowledge management but an 
enabler, which helps to extend the achievement of organizational purposes and knowledge 
management (Suh, Lee, & Kim, 2006). Therefore, it is important to understand whether or not 
the usage of either KMS or ELS can impact the development of learning organizations, and 
whether or not employees’ utilization of KMS or ELS and the development of learning 
organizations will be affected by organizational climate in the workplace is also important to 
understand. Yet, there is no identified study to date that investigates the interrelationships among 
the impact of KMS and ELS on the development of learning organization and organizational 
climate.  
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This research is important in that it will investigate how to enhance learning 
organizations through prescriptive ways to utilize KMS or ELS in the workplace. For Human 
Resource Development (HRD) professionals, this research can provide clues on how to cater to 
the acquiring of and application of knowledge sharing in order to enhance employees’ learning 
and organizational learning.  
 
Conceptual Framework for the Study  
A conceptual framework is proposed to investigate the gaps identified in the literature for 
this study. A more detailed literature review is presented in Chapter Two. Figure 1 depicts the 
conceptual framework that the current study attempts to investigate.  
 
Figure 1. Conceptual Framework for Guiding the Study of the role of KMS and ELS 
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Statement of the Problems  
Questions exist about how organizations need to act in order to foster learning 
organizations. As they have been known to be capable of delivering information and knowledge 
of individual learning across organizations, KMS and ELS in reality have been utilized to foster 
the development of learning organizations. It is doubtful whether or not KMS and ELS have had 
an impact on learning organizations. Therefore, this study is designed to address this deficit and 
build a foundation for future research on the impact of KMS and ELS on the development of 
learning organization and how organizational climate impacts both employees’ utilization of 
KMS or ELS and the development of learning organization in the workplaces of South Korea. In 
particular, because employees’ utilization of information technology can be influenced by 
organizational climate this study intends to investigate the impact of KMS and ELS on the 
development of learning organizations in South Korea.  
 
Hypotheses  
The following hypotheses will guide this study:  
H1: There is a positive relationship between employees’ perception of organizational 
climate and their perceptions of the dimensions of learning organizations in Korean companies.  
H2: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their perceptions of learning 
organizations in Korean companies.  
H3: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of KMS.  
H4: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS.  
H5: Employees’ use and perceptions on KMS influence the perceived dimensions of        
a learning organization. 
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H6: Employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence the perceived dimensions of         
a learning organization. 
 
Significance of the Study  
This study investigates the impact of KMS and ELS on the development of learning 
organization and the influences of organizational climate on employees’ utilization of KMS and 
ELS and learning organization in the workplace of South Korea. The results of this study can 
contribute to the field of Human Resource Development (HRD) in many significant ways. First, 
this study can provide further knowledge of KMS and ELS on learning organizations and 
organizational climate and the actual usage of KMS and ELS in the workplace of South Korea. 
Empirical results of this study can contribute to the understanding of theoretical knowledge 
behind the utilization of KMS and ELS on enhancing learning organizations. Second, the results 
of the study will provide practitioners with useful information in adopting KMS and ELS in the 
workplace of South Korea. Generally, the myth is that the technological systems will be used by 
employees once organizations have built them into their organizations (Rosenberg, 2006). 
However, technology is not a valuable tool if individuals do not accept and use it. Thus, 
organizational climate and employees’ acceptance levels towards both systems can inform HRD 
professionals on how to promote employees’ utilization of both systems and create learning 
environments within organizations.  
This study could help researchers in the field of KMS and ELS develop a better 
understanding of the impact of KMS and ELS influenced by organizational climate in the 
successful enhancement of learning organizations in South Korea. This study could also allow 
practitioners initiating KMS and ELS to identify their employees’ current utilization and 
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acceptance levels with quantitative methodologies used in this research. In addition, this study 
could suggest a direction for changing it before they adopt technologies for a successful 
implementation of KMS and ELS. Based on the diagnosis of a learning organization, efforts to 
become a learning organization for competitive advantage should target whether KMS or ELS 
should be facilitated for use by employees for individual learning and organizational learning.  
 
Summary 
This dissertation consists of five chapters. Chapter 1 describes the purposes, statement of 
problems, conceptual framework, hypotheses, and significance of the study. Chapter 2 introduces 
a review of literature that relates to learning organizations, knowledge management systems, e-
learning systems, organizational climate, and the relationship among organizational climate, 
technology acceptance, and learning organizations. Chapter 3 provides the data sample, data 
collection processes, and research methods used in the study. For collecting data, an online survey 
was administrated by HRD directors from three companies in a service industry in South Korea.  
Chapter 4 reports the results and findings of the interrelationships among organizational climate, 
technology acceptance toward KMS and ELS, and the learning organization. Chapter 5 presents the 
discussions and implications that relate to the HRD field and limitations and future studies are 
suggested.  
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Chapter 2 
                                                    Literature Review 
 
This chapter discusses three themes related to this area of inquiry. First, the concept of 
learning organization and the dimension of learning organization are discussed in detail. The 
review provides the characteristics of learning organizations and why information technologies 
should be explored for understanding employees’ learning and knowledge in the workplace. 
Second, KMS and ELS are introduced as variables that may be associated with learning 
organization in the workplace.  KMS and ELS are means to support employees’ creating, saving, 
sharing, and transferring of knowledge across organizations. Additionally, the relationship 
between KMS and ELS in the South Korean context is addressed. Finally, the concept of 
organizational climate which influences the integration of information technology in the 
workplace is reviewed and the dimensions are discussed.  
 
Learning Organization  
The benefits and values of creating learning organizations seem to be clear to 
organizations that have faced competitive environments. Learning organizations are known to 
contribute to performance, job satisfaction, and motivation to transfer learning, and reduce 
turnover intention (Egan, Yang, & Bartlett, 2004; Ellinger et al., 2002; Lee-Kelly et al., 2007). 
Creating a learning organization benefits both the organization as well as the individuals in their 
need to generate, organize, save, share, and disseminate knowledge because knowledge is the 
core resource used in performance (Morris, 2003).  
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This section discusses scholarly literature pertaining to three aspects of learning 
organizations: development of learning organization, definitions and characteristics of learning 
organizations, and measuring learning organizations.  
Development of learning organization.  
To introduce the concept and characteristics of a learning organization, it is necessary to 
start with learning in the workplace. The individual’s level of learning - how employees learn in 
the organization has been explored by many researchers (Huczynski & Buchanan, 1991; Weiss, 
1990). Individual learning is important for organizations and is not a new concept, but the 
concept of organizational learning goes further than an organization’s interest in individual 
learning (Rebelo & Gomes, 2008). Easterby-Smith and Lyles (2005) addressed the best way for 
organizations to learn. It includes the idea that organizations learn and that learning could take 
place at an organizational level.  Organizations can learn through workers’ learning and through 
their sharing of that knowledge. It is interesting to note that many researchers believe that the 
transfer from individual learning to the organizational level of learning seems to be more recent 
but it is not as new as it seems (Rebelo & Gomes, 2008). According to Easterby-Smith and Lyles 
(2005), Argyris and Schon already addressed that organizations have different levels of learning 
and that all are important for organizations. Brown and Duguid (1991) and Cook and Yanow 
(1993) emphasized the importance of people’s interaction in a unique organizational 
environment as the essence of organizational learning. 
As mentioned before, Argyris and Schon (1978) contributed to the introduction of 
organizational learning but it was only in the 90s that the topic became well-known. The work of 
Senge (1990a) was a determinant to its huge popularity, since it showed organizations a practical 
way of applying and improving learning. In fact, during this period, the concept of learning 
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organization emerged. A new type of organization, ‘learning organization’, developed with the 
idea that it intentionally develops strategies to promote learning (Rebelo & Gomes, 2008). Many 
researchers (Marquardt, 1996; Pedler, Burgoyne, & Boydell, 1991) began to investigate the 
concept and develop models of a learning organization. The concept of organizational learning 
and learning organization has been used interchangeably but the organizational learning 
perspective was more descriptive and scholars were interested in perceiving the learning 
processes in organizations. On the other hand, the learning organization perspective was more 
prescriptive and practical, such as how to enhance learning and benefit from it within 
organizations (Rebelo & Gomes, 2008).  
The term “learning organization” gained popularity as soon as Senge (1990a) published 
his book “The Fifth Discipline”, in the early 1990s. Many organizations paid attention to Senge’s 
concept because they needed to reorganize themselves in order to compete in the marketplace. 
Organizational leaders, therefore, discussed this concept and the need to create learning 
organizations in order to react to the environmental changes. The end of the 1990s and the 
beginning of the new century were still characterized by a certain popularity of the concept of 
learning organization. However, in recent years the learning organization seems to have lost 
attention by scholars and practitioners. It is difficult to apply the concept into the real world of 
organizations due to the lack of empirical studies and criticisms of the coercive role of 
organizations that presents learning as a duty to employees (Rebelo & Gomes, 2008). Some 
researchers (Forrester, 1999; Solomon, 1994; Spencer, 2002) have criticized the concept of 
learning organizations as a tool for oppression and control of employees by management. In 
addition, the incorrect exploitation of employee knowledge by organizations has caused worry 
(Marsick & Watkins, 1999). Even though attention to learning organizations has waned, carrying 
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out empirical research about learning organizations can contribute to their development and 
acknowledgement in order to understand how organizations can establish win-win relationships 
with their employees in learning matters. 
Definitions and characteristics of learning organizations. 
According to Senge (1990a), a learning organization is defined as “an organization where 
people continually expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and 
expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where 
people are continually learning how to learn together” (p. 1). Garvin (1993) referred to a learning 
organization as an organization that facilitates the learning of all its members and one that 
continuously transforms itself. King (2001) defined ‘learning organization’ as “one that focuses 
on developing and using its information and knowledge capabilities in order to create higher-
valued information and knowledge, to change behaviors, and to improve bottom-line 
results”(p.14).  Essentially the learning organization looks into the future and considers long-
term strategies, rather than focusing on the present and short-term (Müller, 2011). It attempts to 
figure out the underlying causes of events to solve problems effectively and learn from mistakes, 
rather than just relieve symptoms (Müller, 2011). 
eBay is a good example of a learning organization (Müller, 2011). In fact, it is a learning 
organization which has the necessary capabilities to effectively adapt to the environmental 
changes, described by Peter Senge (1991). Indeed, the independence brought about by 
technology has enabled eBay to thrive, as the company constantly stays current on new 
technology, since the online market is very competitive with strong competitors, such as Amazon. 
It is not an easy goal to become a learning organization and it is a desirable concept which 
should be adopted in daily business operations (Müller, 2011). No one knows what the future 
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may hold, but there is no doubt that continuous adaptation to the changes in the technological 
environment will be the only way for organizations to survive.  
Also as a response to the rapid changes in the workplace, many researchers have 
identified the characteristics of learning organizations (Beck, 1989; Kiechel, 1990; Pedler, 1988; 
Senge, 1991; Vogt, 1991; Willis, 1991), which are as follows (Morris, 2003, p. 188).  
 Individual learning/development is linked with organizational 
learning/development in an explicit and/or structured way.  
 Learning is work and knowledge is product. 
 There is a focus on innovation, creativity, and adaptability.  
 Teams of all types are a part of the learning/working process. 
 Networking-both personal and that which is aided by technology-is important to 
learning and to accomplishing work.  
 The idea of the conscious evolution of self and organization prevails. 
 Systems’ thinking as well as learning and substantive learning is fundamental.  
 Values and value creation are important motivators.  
According to Samad (2010), three main factors may influence learning organizations. 
These are mainly people who can influence the learning process such as instructors, and 
supportive middle managers and top management. The mission and operating procedures to 
guide policies may also influence the success of learning organizations. Finally, the culture or 
shared values that frame organizational actions can also influence a learning organization. 
Organizations need to provide activities for its employees as well as an environment and climate 
to facilitate learning (Knowles, 1984). 
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Measuring learning organizations. 
As a means of improving performance and achieving organizational transformation, 
“learning organization” has been recognized and many organizations strive to become learning 
organizations. However, little empirical research has been conducted to measure the construct of 
a learning organization, even though the concept of a learning organization has received much 
attention by researchers (Schein, 1993). Several perspectives in defining learning organizations 
and explaining constructs have been summarized. Table 1 shows several perspectives about 
learning organizations (Yang, Watkins, & Marsick, 2004). 
Among different perspectives, “Systems Thinking” by Senge (1990a) does not clearly 
identify a learning organization’s characteristics through empirical research (Yang et al, 2004). 
Pedler et al., (1991) emphasized “Learning Perspective” but it is very difficult to develop a 
rigorous instrument due to its overlapping constructs (Yang et al, 2004). The “Strategic 
Perspective” by Garvin (1993) addressed a definition of a learning organization at a macro level 
and overlooked crucial elements of a learning organization. Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1996) 
proposed the “Integrative Perspective” which incorporated all levels of learning, including 
individual, team, and organizational learning into an organization’s mission and performance. 
Thus, Yang et al., (2004) concluded that it is difficult to develop a uniform instrument to 
measure learning organizations based on these differing definitions but Watkins and Marsick’s 
integrative perspective was recommended as an appropriate instrument to measure learning 
organizations because it has all levels - individual, team, and organizational levels of learning - 
within an organization.  
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Table 1 
Learning organization approaches (Source: Rahim, 1992, p. 6) 
Approach 
Definitions  
Constructs 
Systems Thinking  
(Senge, 1990a) 
“Learning organizations are organizations where people continually 
expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and 
expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspirations 
are set free, and where people are continually learning how to learn 
together” (p. 3) Five Learning Disciplines: Personal mastery, Mental 
models, Team learning, Shared vision, and Systems thinking 
Learning Perspective  
(Pedler et al., 1991) 
“A learning company is an organization that facilitates the learning of all 
of its members and continuously transforms itself” (p.1)  
Eleven Characteristics: A learning approach to strategy, Participative 
policy making, Information, Formative accounting & control, Internal 
exchange, Reward flexibility, Enabling structures, Boundary workers as 
environmental scanners, Intercompany learning, Learning climate, and 
Self-development for everyone 
Strategic Perspective 
(Garvin, 1993) 
“A learning organization is an organization skilled at creating, acquiring, 
interpreting, transferring, and retaining knowledge, and at purposefully 
modifying its behavior to reflect new knowledge and insights” (p. 11)  
Five Core Strategic Building Blocks: Clarity & support for mission and 
vision, Shared leadership & involvement, A culture that encourages 
experimentation, The ability to transfer knowledge across organizational 
boundaries, and Teamwork & cooperation 
Integrative Perspective “A learning organization is one that learns continuously and transforms 
itself…it proactively uses learning in an integrated way to support and 
catalyze growth for individuals, teams, entire organizations, and the 
institutions and communities with which they are linked” (p. 8) 
Seven Learning Organization Dimensions: Continuous learning, Inquiry 
and dialog, Team learning, Embedded system, Empowerment, System 
connection, and Strategic leadership 
(Watkins & Marsick, 
1993, 1995) 
 
Watkins and Marsick (1996, 2003) have developed the Dimensions of the Learning 
Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) in order to access the extent to which a company meets 
certain criteria as a learning organization. DLOQ contains 43 questions about learning in 
organizations divided into three levels - the individual level, team or group level, and 
organizational level. Moilanen (2001) evaluated Marsick and Watkins’ DLOQ - the most highly 
regarded of all the diagnostic tools because it is the most comprehensive and scientifically 
supported.  
Many studies have used DLOQ due to its strong reliability and validity (Ellinger et al., 
2002; Harnandez, 2000; Kumar & Idris, 2006; McHargue, 2003; Zhang, Zang, & Yang, 2004). 
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Many researchers have used this instrument and have shown that its results are valid in cross-
cultural contexts (Kumar & Idris, 2006; Yang, 2003; Yang et al., 2004; Zhang et al., 2004). 
Several studies have also been conducted to examine the validity and reliability of the measures 
of the learning organization in different countries, such as the U.S., Colombia, China, and 
Taiwan (Lien, Huang, Yang, & Li, 2006; Zhang et al., 2004; Hernandez, 2003). Although DLOQ 
has been verified and applied in different cultures, its reliability factors and the internal 
consistency of each item’s reliability showed a coefficient alpha range from .71 to .91 (Song, Joo, 
& Chermack, 2009).  According to Yang (2003), the short version of the DLOQ with 21 items is 
recommended when researchers conduct a study to investigate the relationships of the learning 
culture and other variables such as organizational performance, transfer of learning, and 
organizational capability. The reliability of the short version showed ranged from .68 to .83 for 
coefficient alpha and the overall reliability is .93, which is good. In addition, the short version 
included three adequate measurement items for better psychometric properties (Yang, 2003). As 
one of the most popular data collection instruments, DLOQ has been validated in the Korean 
context by several studies (Park, 2008; Song, et al., 2009). Thus, in this study DLOQ will be 
used to collect data.  
Summary. 
The review summarizes that the learning organization has been found to have predictable 
enhancers in job performance, job satisfaction, and implementation of technology in the 
workplace. Even though the definitions of a learning organization are diverse, the critical 
concept is in sharing knowledge and learning from an individual level to an organizational level. 
At the beginning of the 21
st
 century, the concept of a learning organization has seemed to wane 
in popularity because of coercion or exploitation of individual learning by organizations and a 
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lack of empirical studies. However, learning continues to appear as a keyword in many 
organizations that pursue survival in the globalized world. In particular, Information Technology 
(IT) is a critical means to deliver information and knowledge within organizations and support 
employees’ learning. Some scholars explicitly refer to the potential of information technology 
for sharing knowledge and developing mutual understanding (Pedler et al., 1991). Chen and 
Hsiang (2007) argue that e-learning should help nurture a learning organization and foster an 
organizational culture based on knowledge sharing. Thus, in the next section, technology in HRD 
contexts, such as KMS and ELS, are introduced to represent a means of helping in knowledge 
management and learning within organizations. 
 
Integration of KMS and ELS in the Context of HRD 
Human Resource Development (HRD) cannot avoid the influence of technology in the 
workplace. Snell, Pedigo, and Krawiec (1995) address three different modes of information 
technology (IT) integration for HRD. First, HRD can reap the benefits of IT integration, such as 
reducing administrative burdens or decreasing the unnecessary steps of routine tasks. The 
building of a learning management system (LMS) has enabled HRD professionals to reduce their 
time and effort in collecting the number of attendees in training programs and making a report 
for internal training programs automatically. Second, stakeholders such as employees, 
management, and the community can gain equal access to information, and communicate with 
each other virtually. HRD professionals can also provide stakeholders with the same service 
regardless of location or time. Third, IT influences the potential to transform organizations 
(Bennett & Bierema, 2010). IT is a valuable tool to assist organizations to change beyond 
hierarchical organizations (Lepak & Snell, 1998). As a result, organizations can become more 
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equitable, accountable, and humanizing through the communication and sharing of information 
across organizations (Bennett & Bierema, 2010). Tarrago (1994) addressed the fact that IT is 
changing not just simple technical innovations but creating an important large-scale change in 
society.  
Adopting information technology is essential to organizations because it affects work 
performance, organizational culture, and organizational development, as well as supporting 
learning for employees within organizations. According to Benson et al., (2002), informational 
technologies in global organizations have been used in three areas to support learning, 
performance development, and organizational development and change. The Knowledge 
Management System (KMS) and the E-Learning System (ELS) both attempt to support learning 
while creating, sharing, and transferring knowledge across organizations (Maier & Schmidt, 
2007; Liebowitz & Frank, 2011). As two systems have further developed, synergic relationships 
should increase between KMS and ELS and receive extra attention. Thus, the following sections 
will review the development and definitions of KMS and ELS. In addition, the critical factors of 
implementing them in the workplace are addressed.  
Knowledge management system (KMS). 
Many organizations have built KMS into their systems to help save, share, and use 
knowledge as a learning resource, and supporting it for employees’ performance. KMS is 
defined as “a system that supports managing knowledge within organizations” (Alavi & Leidner, 
2001). Allee (1997) emphasizes that KMS has to include work processes and must incorporate 
conscious and deliberate attention to every aspect of knowledge to become a learning 
organization.  
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This section discusses scholarly literature pertaining to four aspects of KMS: 
development of KM, definition of KM, benefits of KM, and critical success factors of KM.  
Development of knowledge management (KM).  
According to Garratt (1999), although the concept of learning organization did not appear 
until the 1980’s, its principles are still rooted in many perspectives of knowledge management 
(KM). Managing and leveraging knowledge has to be at the core of any attempts to improve 
organizational performance (Barquin, 2001).  
Knowledge management started in the business sector in the early 1990’s when 
organizations realized that knowledge management was an essential concept to its success 
(World Bank, 2002). Knowledge management refers to any process or practice of creating, 
acquiring, sharing, and using knowledge, wherever it resides to enhance learning and 
performance in any organization (Swan, Scarborough, & Preston, 1999). Loermans (2002) 
describes, “wherever it resides” as tacit knowledge within employees’ minds while Nonaka and 
Takeuchi (1995) define it as explicit knowledge. 
Definition of KM.  
There are various definitions for Knowledge management (KM) but one common 
definition is that the core of KM is about knowledge, which is an intangible resource. 
Knowledge is addressed as a far more critical factor than other economic resources, such as 
natural resources, labor, or capital (Druker, 1993). Wiig (1990) also points out that many 
organizational leaders see knowledge as more crucial than financial resources, market position, 
or technology infrastructure. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) proposed that knowledge consists of 
tacit and explicit knowledge and the knowledge-creating process model. According to Nonaka 
(1994), sharing individual knowledge with co-workers is a prerequisite for the organizational 
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learning process. In order to transform individual learning processes into organizational 
processes, the process of knowledge creation was introduced by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995). 
Organizations have to manage all kinds of knowledge to enhance learning and performance. 
Figure 2 shows the Socialization, Externalization, Combination, and Internalization (SECI) 
model of knowledge creation (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). The cycle occurs as a continuous 
process. Tacit knowledge is gained by self-learning and explicit knowledge may be identified as 
formal knowledge, deriving in part from context related information established into definable 
patterns (Iles & Yolles, 2002). Formal knowledge is transferrable if the medium can deliver the 
meaning of formal knowledge and can be gained by self-learning or received as tacit transferred 
knowledge (Iles & Yolles, 2002). 
From/To Tacit  Explicit 
Tacit Socialization Externalization 
 Creates synthesized knowledge through 
the sharing of experiences, and the 
development of mental models and 
technical skills. Language unnecessary. 
Creates conceptual knowledge through 
knowledge articulation using language. 
Dialog and collective reflection needed. 
Explicit Internalization Combination 
 Creates operational knowledge through 
learning by doing. Explicit knowledge 
like manuals or verbal stores helpful. 
Creates systemic knowledge through the 
systemizing of ideas. May involve many 
media, and can lead to new knowledge 
through adding, combining, and 
categorizing. 
Figure 2. The SECI cycle of knowledge creation (Source: Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) 
Loermans (2002) suggests that technology is fundamentally necessary to provide the 
framework for a KM and a learning organization. This is certainly true within the elements of 
knowledge storage, dissemination and sharing (Ruggles, 1998; Davenport, 1995) and extensive 
knowledge transfer is significantly facilitated by modern information and communications 
technology (Loermans, 2002). Stewart (1998) believes that a more appropriate role of technology 
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in the knowledge management process is to support the real knowledge network from informal 
learning through communication among employees.  
Benefits of KM.  
The benefits built through KM within organizations can be gained.  First, employees’ 
knowledge levels are expected to improve. Improvement of all employees’ knowledge levels 
happens because they save what they learned from their jobs in a knowledge base and can easily 
share it. Secondly, inefficiencies within the job performance process are removed because 
sharing accumulated knowledge reduces the redundant drudgery of tasks. Third, organizations 
can achieve a sustainable competitive advantage (Davenport & Prusak, 2000). Employees apply 
organized and systemic knowledge into their jobs and the competitiveness of an organization 
will be improved (Suh & Shin, 2005).  
Critical success factors.  
Many factors affecting the successful implementation of knowledge management (KM) 
have been identified in previous research (Davenport, 1997; McCambell, Clain, & Gitters, 1999; 
Loermans, 2002; OuYang, Yeh, & Lee, 2010). Research gathered by Ernst and Young showed 
that the barriers of KM were as follows: changing people’s behavior, measuring the value and 
performance of knowledge assets, determining what knowledge should be managed, and 
justifying the use of scarce resources for knowledge initiatives (McCambell et al., 1999). Lee 
and Suh (2003) selected thirteen Korean companies which adopted the KM system and revealed 
the differences between companies that failed and successful companies. They found that 
companies which introduced KM in the introduction stage of KM focused mostly on technology 
but companies in the growth or maturity stage of KM emphasized organizational culture. If 
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companies simply utilize technology and process without considering human factors, they would 
fail to implement KM (Lee, 2000).  
Technology has an important role to play in the saving and dissemination of knowledge 
but little research has been done in generating new knowledge and applying it or in supporting 
learning organizations (Loermans, 2002). Even though Korean companies have made enormous 
efforts in planning and implementing KMS to become learning organizations, it has not been 
easy to measure how successful the process and the outcomes of their efforts have been (Song, et 
al., 2009). Usually, KMS has been integrated into other systems within organizations; it has been 
difficult to investigate the effects of KMS from other systems separately (Suh & Shin, 2005). In 
addition, previous studies have been rare. OuYang et al., (2010) investigated the critical success 
factors for knowledge management adoption in organizations. They reviewed articles from 42 
journals published between 1982 and 2009 and classified four main categories that affect the 
adoption of KMS in the organizations. Organizational factors, individual factors, Knowledge 
management capability, and organizational performance are those critical factors. Some 
researchers (Liebowitz, 2009; Nevo & Chan, 2007) identified important characteristics of KMS 
as success factors. These include ease of use, value and quality of the knowledge, system 
accessibility, user involvement, integration, top management support/commitment, project 
manager and team skills, incentives, interpersonal trust and respect, reciprocity, shared values, 
and convenient knowledge transfer mechanism. Leibowitz and Frank (2011) divided three 
success factors of the implementation of KMS such as people, process, and technology. The 
people component refers to how to build and nurture a knowledge sharing culture. The process 
component refers to how to embed the knowledge management process into the daily lives of the 
employees. The technology component refers to creating a unified network in organizations.  
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The lack of managerial focus on open learning across organizations, and the failure to 
nurture an environment that supports and encourages employees to access the new generation of 
knowledge and its subsequent management, will lead to poor utilization of corporate knowledge 
resources through technology (Loermans, 2002). According to Davenport (1997), the human side 
of information and knowledge has largely been overlooked in recent years with a common 
assumption being that greater investment in information technology systems with all kinds of 
knowledge and information are of a greater priority. Loermans (2002) emphasizes that 
technology is necessary to enable the accumulation, transfer, and dissemination of knowledge 
across organizations but people issues are a much bigger challenge. The most important fact is 
not that organizations possess technology but how employees utilize technology within 
organizations. If people within organizations do not utilize technology, it will disable the 
accumulation, transfer, and dissemination of knowledge across organizations.  
Summary.  
In sum, the concept of KM is reviewed and two different kinds of knowledge - tacit and 
explicit knowledge - and critical success factors for knowledge management are addressed. The 
successful implementation of KMS requires prerequisite conditions such as people, process, and 
technology. Many Korean companies made enormous efforts on planning and implementing 
KMS with a focus on the technology component. However, the most important factor - utilizing 
technology and changing the environment where employees use it has been overlooked.   
In the next section, another system that supports employees’ learning, ELS, will be 
addressed. In the section that follows, the development of distance learning and various 
definitions of e-learning are reviewed. Additionally, critical factors of implementing e-learning 
in the workplace are reviewed.   
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E-Learning system (ELS).   
Due to technology development, e-learning has been used for employees’ training and 
development. ELS is defined as a system which is able to manage  e-learning contents as well as 
keep track of participants’ learning progress. Sometimes people use the term “e-learning” and 
“distance learning” interchangeably. It is invaluable to look at the development of distance 
learning in order to understand the definition of e-learning because it is connected to the 
development of distance learning.  
This section discusses scholarly literature pertaining to four aspects of e-learning: 
development of e-learning, definition of e-learning, benefits of e-learning and critical success 
factors of e-learning.  
Development of e-learning.  
Distance learning is simply defined as engendering learning in a place where the 
instructor and students are separated by physical distance or time (Moore & Kearsley, 1996; 
Willis, 1991). Some scholars (Kaufman, 1989; Nipper, 1989) addressed three generations of 
distance learning. The first generation of distance learning is described as using one predominant 
technology, such as educational television, radio, and print-based correspondence for learning. 
The first generation is characterized by a lack of interaction between students and instructors. To 
provide more interactions between students and instructors, therefore, some organizations hired 
instructors or tutors who assigned reading books or materials to employees and provided them 
with feedback on their assignments (Bates, 2005). The second generation of distance learning is 
known for using integrated technology, such as computer-based training, CD-ROM, print and 
broadcasting. At this stage, materials were produced for many students or employees and 
delivered in a standardized format (Bates, 2005). This generation is considered to be cost 
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effective, with centralized production and delivery. The third generation of distance learning was 
engendered by the development of the Internet or technology that enables two-way 
communication. Kaufman (1989) described the third generation of distance learning as one that 
places an emphasis on thinking skills, increasing learners’ control, and giving opportunities for 
dialog among learners. This stage is characterized by customized production, quick development, 
and low investment (Bates, 2005). Web-based learning and  e-learning seem to be included in 
this third stage.  
Definition of e-learning.  
The term “e-learning” has been defined in various ways by many researchers. The 
definition of e-learning ranges from specific to general. Kelly and Bauer (2004) view e-learning 
as a web-based learning tool which utilizes web-based communication, collaboration, knowledge 
transfer and training to benefit the individuals and organizations. On the other hand, other 
scholars (Engelbrecht, 2005; Khan, 2001) see e-learning as the delivery of teaching materials via 
electronic media, such as the Internet, intranets, extranets, satellite broadcasting, audio/video 
tape, interactive TV, and CD-ROM. Rosenberg (2001) defined  e-learning as “the use of Internet 
technology to deliver a broad array of solutions that enhance knowledge and performance”        
(p. 28). Rosenberg (2001) enlarged the scope of e-learning from specific courses to learning 
architecture that included knowledge management, which supports organizational performance, 
not just learning. Many practitioners have recognized e-learning as online courseware or            
e-training that has replaced the traditional classroom training (Rosenberg, 2006). 
Although the above definitions vary in terms of scope, purpose, and media of delivery, 
this study defines e-learning as stand-alone courses that deliver learning materials or as training 
that is carried out via the Internet or intranet. Many organizations in South Korea treat e-learning 
27 
as a part of formal learning so it is usually included in the Learning Management System (LMS) 
or E-learning System (ELS). Interestingly, LMS or ELS are not included in KMS (Efimova & 
Swaak, 2002).  
Benefits of e-learning.  
Many organizations have utilized e-learning as their training method due to the 
effectiveness of e-learning. The effectiveness of e-learning includes both better service and low 
cost (Bates, 2010). E-learning is getting popular in the workplace due to its advantages. First, 
nowadays, many workplaces ask employees to update their knowledge as well as skills for their 
job and this type of consistent learning is necessary for most employees. E-learning can provide 
employees with flexible access to training materials (Jia, Wang, Ran, Yang, Liao, & Chiu, 2011). 
In addition, e-learning offers organizations many benefits, such as worldwide updates, instant 
delivery of training materials in various formats, consistent quality, and cost effectiveness (Biech, 
2008). Second, educational technology, including e-learning enables companies to offer 
personalized learning in order to adapt to different learners’ needs and equal opportunities (Bates, 
2010; Biech, 2008). Organizations can offer learning chances and support to any employees in 
their workplace, regardless of the location of the workplace, gender, or cultural differences 
(Biech, 2008). Third, e-learning enables users to share knowledge and experience, accumulate 
knowledge assets, and build knowledge communities for organizations and individual employees 
as well (Jia et al., 2011). These knowledge communities and knowledge management contribute 
to greater organizational performance through managing e-learning properly (Gregg, 2007).  
Critical success factors.  
Leidner and Jarvenpaa (1993) and Dillon and Guawardena (1995) addressed three 
important factors that create successful e-learning environments: technology, instructor 
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characteristics, and student characteristics. Similarly, Volery and Lord (2000) identified three 
critical success factors: technology, instructor, and a student’s previous use of technology. In 
addition, Liaw (2004) suggested three considerations, such as learner characteristics, 
instructional structure, and interaction to develop effective e-learning environments. Liaw’s 
perspective stressed instructional structure and interaction. Furthermore, another research, based 
on a multiple case studies, addressed several critical success factors such as human factors, 
technical competency of both instructor and student, the e-learning mindset of both instructor 
and student, level of collaboration, and perceived information technology infrastructure (Soong, 
Chan, Chua, & Loh, 2001). In addition, the research (Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen, & Yeh, 2008) 
explored critical success factors, such as satisfaction, learner computer anxiety, instructor 
attitudes towards e-learning, e-learning course flexibility, e-learning course quality, perceived 
usefulness, perceived ease of use, and diversity in assessments. 
In addition, several researchers emphasized institutional support and added it to the 
critical success factors. For instance, Govindasamy (2002) explored seven domains that affect 
the quality of e-learning: institutional support, course development, teaching and learning, course 
structure, student support, faculty support, and evaluation and assessment. Besides 
Govindasamy’s seven domains, Selim (2007) addressed eight categorizations that affect the 
successful implementation of e-learning. Instructor’s attitude towards and control of the 
technology, instructor’s teaching style, student motivation and technical competency, student 
interaction collaboration, e-learning course content and structure, ease of on-campus interaction 
access, effectiveness of information technology infrastructure, and university support of             
e-learning activities are all critical success factors revealed by the researcher.  
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Critical success factors for e-learning in educational settings can be summarized into 
human, content, technology, and institutional support factors. Human factors can include various 
learners and instructor competencies, perceptions, attitudes, mindset, or characteristics. Content 
factors can involve the e-learning content itself, such as course development, structure, 
evaluation and assessment. Technology factors refer to informational technology infrastructure, 
which is related to delivery. Finally, institutional factors include educational policies and support 
systems.   
Summary.  
In short, many South Korean companies have used ELS for employees’ learning due to 
its benefits. However, it does not guarantee the successful implementation of  e-learning even if 
organizations have ELS or not. Human, content, technology, and institutional support factors 
could be preconditions to implement ELS in the workplace. Upon reviewing existing literature, it 
becomes clear that many South Korean companies tended to overlook considering employees’ 
technology acceptance and institutional factor. Among critical success factors, the most 
important factors are employees’ utilization of ELS and that organizations foster an 
organizational climate that promotes employees’ utilization of it within organizations. 
 
The Relationship Between KMS and ELS in South Korea 
 The Knowledge Management System (KMS) and the E-Learning System (ELS) both 
attempt to support learning while creating, sharing, and transferring knowledge across 
organizations (Maier & Schmidt, 2007; Liebowitz & Frank, 2011). As these two systems have 
further developed, synergic relationships should increase between KMS and ELS and receive 
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close attention. Both disciplines ultimately contribute to building a continuous learning culture, 
whether knowledge-based or learning-based (Liebowitz & Frank, 2011).  
Even though the integration of the two systems is expected to bring synergies, only a few 
scholars have attempted integration between the two systems. There are two different 
perspectives on understanding KMS and ELS in organizations. Some researchers (Chunhua, 
2008; Wild, Griggs, & Dawning, 2002) see e-learning as a part of KM and others regard KM as a 
tool to be used in the e-learning process (Barker, 2005; Lytras, Naeve, Pouloudi, 2005). Chunhua 
(2008) discusses e-learning as a new approach to KM. He emphasized that the synergies are 
shown as using e-learning as a tool to help internalize tacit knowledge, and using e-learning as a 
way to acquire and share knowledge. Recently, e-learning objects have gained popularity for 
reusable purposes, allowing people to think of e-learning contents as small chunks of KM. Some 
scholars have regarded e-learning as a narrow concept when it relates to KM.  E-learning has not 
reflected a strategic, organizational-wide vision, but KM, on the other hand, reflects a more 
strategic view of the organization (Liebowitz & Frank, 2011).  
The convergence of KMS and ELS may seem extremely valuable for organizations, but 
most companies in South Korea have used the two systems separately. When the concept of KM 
gained popularity in South Korea, many organizations had made a contract with famous global 
consulting firms (e.g., Boston Consulting) to build KMS modules into their organizations. For 
example, CJ (Cheil Jedang), one of the Korean conglomerates had made several contracts with 
Towers Perrin for their HR module, Boston consulting for KM, SAP AG, a German global 
software corporation that provides enterprise software applications and support to businesses of 
all sizes globally, for ERP (Enterprise resource planning) and another domestic company for 
ELS. In the early 20
th
 century, many organizations tried to innovate previous inefficient and 
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redundant processes. According to Brandon Hall (n. d.), most knowledge management and 
learning professionals are separated in most organizations and they rarely cooperate with each 
other even though their goals are quite similar within organizations. Organizations allocate the 
responsibilities of these systems to different departments (Hackett, 2001).  South Korean 
companies have similar phenomena as many organizations in other countries.  
Adopting information technology is essential to organizations because they affect work 
performance, organizational culture, and organizational development, as well as supporting 
learning for employees within organizations. However, there seem to be problems with the 
vertical and horizontal alignments (Garavan, 2007) of implementing informational technology. 
Vertical alignment means that HRD should be involved in planning business strategies within 
organizations (Torraco & Swanson, 1995). But HRD has traditionally been excluded during 
meetings for planning business strategies. Therefore, HRD has implemented business strategies 
that were determined by other departments within the organization. In addition, as there has been 
a disconnection in horizontal alignment, other departments, such as quality management, 
knowledge management and Human Resource Management (HRM), have not collaborated with 
the HRD department. Adopting technologies for performance development and organizational 
development is not an exception in many Korean companies. Many Korean companies seemed to 
overlook the integration of similar systems and each system was in charge of different 
departments. 
From a practical standpoint, KMS and ELS have been used for different purposes and 
contain different contents (Efimova & Swaak, 2002). The KMS is comprised of various contents 
from informal as well as formal learning. The ELS contains e-learning contents from formal 
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learning. Thus, KMS and ELS are defined as separated systems. In this study, KMS will be 
treated as a separated system from ELS.  
KMS in South Korea.  
Booz Allen examined a total of 108 global companies that use KMS and found that only 
15 percent of them were successful to enter the third stage (Lee & Kim, 2001). There are four 
stages of KMS development, such as introduction, internal integration, and external integration 
stages. Organizations in the first stage were focusing on informing the importance of KMS to 
employees. In the second stage, organizations were announcing new policies related to KMS and 
assigned teams charged with KMS. In the third stage, companies tended to integrate internal 
systems with KMS. In the last stage, companies tried to integrate with other organizations 
through establishing outsourcing or strategic alliances externally for knowledge and knowledge 
sharing.  
According to Lee and Kim (2001), Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology 
(KAIST) conducted research into the stages of their KMS from six Korean companies for three 
years. Only two companies showed consistent growth, while another two companies stayed in 
the same stage, and the rest dropped below average. Many Korean companies in South Korea 
have built KMS into their companies and have tried to motivate their employees to utilize KMS 
through means such as rewards, based on their levels of generating and sharing knowledge or 
developing best practices and supporting employees’ consistent learning (Baek et al., 2008). 
However, after building KMS within an organization, it has not helped organizations achieve 
their expected outcomes (Lee, 2000; Lee & Suh, 2003) because there are pervasive assumptions 
about knowledge in organizations in South Korea. First, many organizations regard knowledge 
as static assets and believe that knowledge is self-managed regardless of the people who create it 
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(You, 2007). However, knowledge is not a stock or object but an interacting flow among people 
and it cannot be managed due to intangible and sticky characteristics of knowledge (You, 2007). 
Thus, organizations should not focus on managing knowledge but focus instead on managing 
organizational environments such as policies, cultures, and systems that facilitate the knowledge 
creation process of people in the workplace (SK C&C & You, 1999). Knowledge cannot be 
managed but the environments that facilitate or block the knowledge creation, sharing, and 
application can be managed (You, 2007). Second, many organizations concentrate on 
accumulating information instead of knowledge. Knowledge is different from information 
(Brown & Duguid, 2000). Information can be saved without the involvement of its owners but 
knowledge cannot be accumulated without creators and knowledge is embedded in the owners 
who create it. Third, many Korean companies built KMS and have held beliefs that employees 
would utilize it. They have overlooked the benefits of creating facilitating environments using 
structure, policies, and support and reducing barriers. That is why many Korean companies could 
not get expected outcomes from KMS.  
ELS in South Korea.  
Due to the development of technology, employees can learn through e-learning when 
they need to without the limitation of location and time. E-learning in the workplace has seemed 
to have had a significant influence on the recent training and learning of employees in South 
Korea (Lim, 2007).  
While the rapid growth of e-learning has been demonstrated in the U. S., South Korea 
has also been following the trend of the growth of e-learning. The development of e-learning in 
South Korea is strongly related to the rapid growth of its information and communications 
technology industry (Misko, Choi, Hong, & Lee, 2005). High quality e-learning services have 
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been developed because of the nation-wide telecommunications infrastructure and high speed 
Internet. South Korea has the fastest average Internet connection speed and the highest rate of 
broadband connectivity in the world (Akamai Technologies, 2008; Communications Workers of 
America, 2009).  
The rapid growth of e-learning has been observed since 1999 because the Ministry of 
Labor enacted policies to facilitate e-learning as a training program in the workplace (Lim, 2007). 
The governmental support policy was one of the driving forces to strongly support the rapid 
development and growth of e-learning (Lee et al, 2009). The number of employees who 
participated in e-learning was only 19,653 in 1999 but the total number of participants in 2005 
was 1,061,985, a 54% increase in six years (Byun & Lee, 2007). In 2009, the total number of 
participants was 1,507,064, with a total of 151 corporations that implemented e-learning, and a 
total of 87,957 e-learning courses (Asia Europe Meeting, 2010).  
However, some research reported that there are some negative results of e-learning in the 
workplace in South Korea (Jang & Yoo, 2006; Lee et al., 2009; Lim, 2007). First, nearly 90 % of 
all e-learning was developed as tutorials in either HTML or Lecture-on-Demand (LOD) format. 
The government policies to support a specific format of e-learning in the workplace have 
prevented various e-learning courses from being developed (Lim, 2007). Second, organizations 
tend to overlook the effectiveness of e-learning because they receive monetary benefits from the 
government. Third, employees in small and medium sized corporations did not have the 
opportunity to participate in e-learning as did employees in large companies (Jang & Yoo, 2006). 
Only 10.3 % of workers in small companies (less than 50 employees) participated in e-learning, 
as compared to 52.4% of workers in large companies (140-299 employees) (Jang & Yoo, 2006). 
One of the goals of e-learning was to give employees equal opportunities to participate in 
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learning courses but it failed to achieve this goal in small and medium sized companies. One 
negative factor was the lack of integration of E-learning in South Korea, which was also 
perceived as an independent variable without considering many organizational factors that affect 
the success of the implementation of e-learning in the workplace (You, 2007). As a new way of 
learning, the environments, infrastructures, and policies for the implementation of e-learning 
should be considered all together.  
Organizational climate seems to affect employees’ utilization of ELS in small and 
medium sized companies because the organizational and leadership structure influences 
employees’ behaviors within organizations. Employees face pressures, such as time management, 
when pursuing online courses (Liu, Hodgson, & Lord, 2010). McVeigh (2009) agreed that the 
adoption of e-learning by employees has certain potential barriers, which include the perception 
of e-learning as time consuming, or the lack of support by organizations. If employees have a 
large workload, they might not have enough time to use ELS.  
Nevertheless, e-learning in the workplace has seemed to have had a significant influence 
on the recent training and learning of employees in South Korea (Lim, 2007). Organizations can 
be affected by national policies. While the government initiative has contributed to the growth of 
e-learning, it may have also prevented organizations from developing their e-learning for specific 
purposes based on organizations’ HRD strategies and policies (Lim, 2007). However, little 
research has been conducted to measure how the implementation of ELS contributes to building 
a learning organization. Regardless of specific e-learning formats, it is very inconclusive that the 
utilization of ELS in the workplace is helpful in creating a learning organization.  
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Table 2 
Examples for KMS and ELS 
 KMS ELS 
Purpose To promote organizational culture for 
learning and knowledge sharing 
As an organization, to have the right 
knowledge, to know where knowledge is, 
and to create new knowledge 
To organize all kinds of knowledge 
exchange activities such as data-bases, 
meetings, and course materials 
To meet business needs the right knowledge in 
the format of course contents 
To provide courses for employees’ skill 
improvement 
Characteristics Informal as well as formal 
Various contents such as know-how, 
materials, documents 
Formal 
e-Learning contents 
Critical Success 
Factors 
Human factor (e.g. top management, 
involvement, trust, organizational culture)   
Process factor (e.g. value and quality of 
knowledge, integration with job process) 
Technology factor (e.g. system 
accessibility) 
Individual factor (e.g. user technology 
acceptance) 
Content factor (e.g. instructional design, 
content formats) 
Technology factor (e.g. infrastructure)   
Institutional factor (e.g. organizational climate) 
 
Summary.  
 
In sum, KMS and ELS are recognized as two different systems in Korea. The usage of IT 
has made it easier for Korean companies to pass down and share knowledge among employees 
and, thus, transform personal knowledge into knowledge that becomes a part of the corporate’s 
assets (Lee & Suh, 2003). Korean companies recognize the importance of information 
technology such as KMS and ELS, however, employees do not know how to utilize effectively. 
In addition, Korean companies have a tendency to implement information technology quickly 
and technically to see a short-term effect rather than to implement it with a slow cultural change 
(Lee, Chae, & Suh, 2004). If companies simply implement information technology without 
considering human factors and organizational climate, they will fail to implement information 
technology. Hence, it is important to investigate employees’ acceptance of the two systems in 
order to understand which factors are important to facilitate their actual utilizations. Therefore, in 
the next section, underpinning theories and empirical studies to predict the utilization of 
technology are reviewed.  
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The Utilization of Technology  
Although organizations have built advanced technology to support employees’ learning 
and performance, they will not be worthwhile if users do not accept and use them in the 
workplace (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003). To maximize the utilization of 
technology, users’ acceptance level is an important factor. Even though computer technology has 
become pervasive in the workplace, work productivity is lower than expected due to prior user 
technology acceptance (Keil, 1995).   
Many organizations in South Korea have built KMS and ELS into their companies and 
have tried to motivate their employees to utilize KMS through means such as rewards, based on 
their levels of generating and sharing knowledge or developing best practices and supporting 
employees’ consistent learning (Baek et al., 2008). However, after building KMS and ELS 
within an organization, it was discovered that the implementation of information technology was 
not as straightforward as the organizations expected it to be. Specifically, regarding the type of 
technology employees will use, organizations believe the myth that technology systems will be 
used by employees, once organizations have built them (Lee et al., 2009; Rosenberg, 2006). In 
addition, they really do not understand employees’ technology acceptance levels. 
 Recent studies focused on a wide variety of factors that affected students’ acceptance of   
e-learning. Lee et al., (2009) conducted a study on learners’ acceptance of e-learning in South 
Korea. They revealed that the success of e-learning was affected by instructor characteristics, 
teaching materials, perceived usefulness, playfulness and perceived ease of use (Lee et al., 2009). 
These results seem to be consistent with previous studies about e-learning in other countries. 
Several researchers agree that the learner’s attitude is an important factor that affects the 
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successful implementation of e-learning (Liaw, Huang, & Chen, 2007; Selim, 2007). Ho, Kuo, 
and Lin (2010) argue that organizations can improve employees’ e-learning outcomes by 
facilitating positive acceptances.  
Roca, Chiu, and Martinez (2006) have explained that technology acceptance influences 
users’ continuance intention by their satisfaction of technology. The acceptances of the 
individual are important factors that influence the individual usage of information technology 
(Liaw et al., 2007). Therefore, understanding an individual’s usage and acceptances towards 
information technology such as KMS and ELS, is important in the workplace.  
Technology acceptance theories.  
A study conducted by Venkatesh et al., (2003) asserts that users’ acceptance is essential 
to the effective use of technology. The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) has been used to 
measure how users accept particular technology. It was introduced by Davis (1989) to explain 
computer usage behavior. Since then, this model has been utilized to understand the acceptance 
of information technology as well as the extensive empirical research that has accompanied 
increased technology use in the workplace (Venkatesh et al, 2003).  
Concepts referring to behavioral dispositions have played an important role in these 
attempts to predict and explain human behavior (Ajzen, 1988; Campbell, 1963; Sherman & 
Fazio, 1983). Based on the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), 
behaviors indicating an employee’s intentions to perform behaviors can be predicted with high 
accuracy from their attitudes and the theory is well supported by empirical studies.  
An essential aspect of the TRA is the individual’s intention to perform a given behavior 
(Ajzen, 1991). Intention refers to the motivational factors that influence a behavior. They are 
indications of how hard people are willing to try, of how much of an effort they are planning to 
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exert, in order to perform the behavior. Generally, the stronger the intention to engage in a 
behavior, the more likely should be its performance.  
The unified theory of acceptance and use of technology.  
UTAUT, a more recent instrument, developed and validated by Venkatesh et al., (2003) 
has synthesized eight existing theories to predict the intention to use technology. UTAUT 
integrates elements of the following: Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), Motivational Model 
(MM), Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), a combined 
TAM and TPB model, Model of PC utilization, Innovation Diffusion Theory, and Social 
Cognition Theory (Venkatesh et al, 2003). UTAUT consists of eight constructs: performance 
expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, facilitating conditions, self-efficacy, anxiety, 
behavioral intention to use, and attitude towards using technology.  
The UTAUT has been applied to examine research that is related to both academic 
settings and the workplace. It has been used to evaluate KMS (Bals, Smolnki, & Riempp, 2007; 
Dingel & Spiekermann, 2007; Ong, Lai, & Wang, 2004) and the acceptance of e-learning 
(Borotis, Poulymenakou, 2009; Lee et al., 2009; Lee, Hsieh, & Ma, 2010; Park, 2009). However, 
most studies about examining users’ technology acceptance have focused on students in higher 
education settings. A study about employees’ acceptance and use of technology needs to be 
conducted. In addition, UTAUT was validated in cross-cultural settings (Oshlyansky, Cairns, & 
Thimbleby, 2007). The researchers validated UTAUT through conducting research in the Czech 
Republic, Greece, India, Malaysia, New Zealand, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States (Oshlyansky et al, 2007). However, employees’ technology 
acceptance in the Korean context has not been investigated.  
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In the following section, the concept of cultural differences that influence knowledge 
sharing and barriers and empirical studies are addressed.  
Cultural influences and barriers on knowledge sharing. 
Knowledge is defined as “a justified personal belief that increases an individual’s 
capacity to take effective action” (Alavi & Leidner, 1991, p. 5).  However, organizational 
knowledge is embodied by the collective practices and culture of an organization and nation as 
well as individuals’ cognitions (Pentland, 1995; Yoo, Ginzberg, & Ahn, 1999). Knowledge 
management practices were different from the knowledge that people create, organize, and 
communicate with other members of the organizations and national culture as well.  
Hofstede’s (1980) four dimensions of national culture index are the most influential in 
the study of cultural differences. The four dimensions, such as power distance, individualism 
versus collectivism, masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance were found from his extensive 
empirical study at IBM subsidiaries in 53 countries (Hofstede, 1980). Power distance is “the 
extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organizations within a country 
expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Ford & Chan, 2003, p14). Power distance 
may influence the flow of knowledge because organizations from high power distance may 
underappreciate knowledge from lower level employees and may control the direction of 
knowledge sharing from a top to down model (Ford & Chan, 2003). In high collectivist cultures, 
the benefits or values of the group instead of individuals are first considered and appreciated 
(Hofstede, 1980). Thus, knowledge sharing in collectivist cultures may be easier than in 
individualistic cultures because individuals focus their behavior on creating group harmony 
(Ford & Chan, 2003). Uncertainty avoidance is “the extent to which the members of a culture 
feel threatened by uncertain or unknown situations” (Ford & Chan, 2003, p14). Employees in 
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high uncertainty avoidance work environments tend to make rules and explain details, to reduce 
their uncertainty (Hofstede, 1980). Masculinity implies “competitiveness”, so knowledge sharing 
may be difficult because individuals tend to compete between each other as well as between 
organizations (Ford & Chan, 2003).  
Ford and Chan (2003) indicated that knowledge sharing is dependent on national culture. 
In particular, language differences are barriers to knowledge sharing and cultural differences 
control the direction of the flow of knowledge (Ford & Chan, 2003; Minbaeva, 2007).  In 
addition, culture influences the relationship between individual and organizational knowledge, 
determines who is expected to control specific knowledge, and who has the power to share and 
hoard it (De Long & Fahey, 2000). Even the processes can be shaped through means such as the 
creation of new knowledge, as well as legitimated, and distributed in the organizations by 
national culture (De Long & Fahey, 2000). Previous studies found that participants from Chinese 
culture tended to share information for their organization even though it may cause them to 
potentially be at a disadvantage (Chow, Deng, & Ho, 2000; Chow, Harrison, McKinnon, & Wu, 
1999). Participants from a nation that has a strong “collectivism” culture tended to share their 
knowledge with inside members only (Chow et al., 2000; Hwang & Kim, 2007). The use of 
information technology to support knowledge sharing within organizations is also affected by 
national culture (Hwang & Kim, 2007; Pan & Leidner, 2003). Hwang and Kim (2007) found that 
collectivism, one of the main differences between cultures, was positively related to participants’ 
attitudes toward the group email function in an online classroom management system to share 
knowledge. Cronje (2011) examined the cross-cultural communicative experiences of processors 
from two different cultures when they taught online courses through the internet and found that 
power distance and uncertainty avoidance tended to affect their behaviors. Upon reviewing the 
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existing literature, it is clear that cultural differences may influence employees’ knowledge 
sharing in the workplace.   
Summary.  
Technology acceptance level is a reliable indicator that helps us understand how to adapt 
KMS and ELS in the workplace. Furthermore, according to Klein and Ralls (1995), 
organizational policies and practices influence an organization’s effective implementation of 
technology. The quantity and quality of supporting users along with rewards or compliments 
from supervisors are included in organizational policies and practices by the study (Klein & 
Ralls, 1995). If employees realize that organizations put forth a substantial amount of effort to 
implement a technology, a climate is created which influences employees’ behaviors by altering 
their attitudes and perceptions within the organization (Hofman & Stetzer, 1996). Although many 
variables may influence the acceptances of KMS and ELS, an organization’s climate appears to 
play a particularly important role in implementing information technology in the workplace. 
Thus, in the following section, the concept of organizational climate that affects employees’ 
technology acceptance and empirical studies about organizational climate in the context of 
integration of information technology are addressed.   
 
Organizational Climate  
Development of organizational climate.   
Climate research is rooted in the Gestalt psychology, which means individual perception 
forms more than the sum of individual perception (Schnider, Bowen, Ehrhart, & Holcombe, 
2000).  In 1960s, the concept of climate had been a cause of concern among researchers (Argyris, 
1957, McGregor, 1960). McGregor (1960) emphasized the role of leaders that created 
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‘managerial climate’ and affected the relationship between leaders and subordinates. Climate 
research had exploded in the 1960s and the development of survey questionnaires to measure the 
climate had been started in different settings. Pace and Stern (1958) developed an instrument to 
measure the climate of schools while Litwin and Stringer (1968) developed a measure to 
evaluate business settings. Frederiksen, Jensen, and Beaton (1972) and Schneider and Bartlett 
(1968, 1970) had addressed the inclusion of individual differences that affect the perception of 
organizational climate. On the other hand, Aston studies (2004) dealt with variables (e.g., 
hierarchy, size, span of control, or so forth) of organizational structure to predict the 
organizational climate (Schneider et al., 2000). However, the results of studies were more 
modest than they expected even though they put forth a lot of effort and included many 
companies’ samples to examine the relationship between organizational structure and the 
perception of organizational climate (Schneider et al., 2000). There was little research that 
revealed the relationships between organizational climate and important organizational outcomes 
even though many studies had been conducted by the organizational climate in the 1960s and 
1970s. Thus, as an alternative way of understanding the employees’ perceptions of their 
workplaces, organizational culture was put under examination (Pettigrew, 1979). Many 
researchers have been delving into organizational culture and it has dominated the field of 
Human Resource research (Schneider et al., 2000).  
Definition of organizational climate.  
Organizational climate research has been a subject of numerous reviews because of its 
importance in helping analyze and understand organizational behaviors and attitudes of 
individuals in organizations (Denison, 1996; Gilmer, 1960; James & Jones, 1974; Litwin & 
Stringer, 1968; Schneider, 1990; Tagiuri & Litwin, 1968). Much research has shown that the 
44 
working environments can influence individuals’ behaviors and perceptions (Downey, Hellriegel, 
Phelps & Slocum, 1975; Pritchard & Karasick, 1973; Shadur, Kienzle, & Rodwell, 1999).  
The work environment affects employees directly or indirectly. Organizational climate is 
defined as a set of measurable properties of the work environment (Litwin & Stringer, 1968). 
Muchinsky (1976) commented that climate could be defined as the perception of the work 
environment; it may be possible that different types of organizations have relatively unique work 
environments.  
Since organizational climate is fundamentally an individual level construct, it must first 
be measured at the individual level (Borman, Ilgen, & Klimoski, 2003). According to James 
(1982), when perceptions of employees towards organizational climate can be demonstrated, 
their perceptions can be representative of an organizational climate. The distinctions between an 
individual perception and organizational climate as a shared perception, and the appropriateness 
of using aggregated individual perceptions to represent the overall organizational climate, are 
widely accepted (Schneider et al., 2000).  
According to Lawler (1992), the organizational climate has the capacity to convey the 
general atmosphere of an organization and consequently can affect the satisfaction, motivation 
and behavior of individuals in the workplace. Much research has investigated the relationships 
between organizational climate and employees’ commitment, performance, involvement, job 
satisfaction, transfer of training, adoption of technological innovations, and implementation of 
technology in the workplace (Shadur et al., 1999; Klein et al., 2001; Lindell & Brandt, 2000; 
Muchinsky, 1976; Pritchard & Karasick, 1973; Shadur, et al., 1999).  
Measuring organizational climate.   
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The climate construct is “alive and well and useful as a heuristic for research and 
application on and in contemporary business organizations” (Schneider et al., 2000, p.22). To 
measure organizational climate, many researchers have categorized various variables. In this 
study, Litwin and Stringer’s Organizational Climate Questionnaire (LSOCQ) will be used (1968). 
LSOCQ is one of the most widely used instruments to measure organizational climate in the 
workplace (Rogers, Miles, Biggs, 1980; Woodman & King, 1978). LSOCQ categorized nine 
variables to measure organizational climate. The nine categories are as follows: Structure, 
Responsibility, Reward, Risk, Warmth, Support, Standards, Conflict, and Identity.  
Several studies reported disparate results of the validity and reliability of LSOCQ (Briggs, 
Miles, & Rogers, 1977; Downey et al., 1975; Muchinsky, 1976; Rogers et al., 1980; Sims & 
LaFollette, 1975). Specifically, responsibility, risk, standards, and conflicts, which consist of four 
of nine scales, showed less than .60 of loading scores, which is inconclusive (Sims & Lafollette, 
1975). However, the reliability and validity of LSOCQ have been investigated by several 
researchers and have shown that LSOCQ is a theoretically and empirically sound instrument 
(Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970; Muchinski, 1976; Sims & Lafollette, 1975). In 
addition, LSOCQ (Litwin & Stringer, 1968) has been used in many organizations, which are 
located in the United States. This instrument may not represent different cultural workplaces in 
other countries. Thus, this instrument may be influenced by situational contexts, such as 
organizational size, organizational industry, or cultural background.  
Differences between organizational culture and organizational climate.        
Organizational climate is not the same as organizational culture. Organizational climate 
focuses on measuring the perceptions of individuals about their organizations, instead of values, 
norms and beliefs shared by all employees (Mok & Au-yeung, 2002). On the other hand, 
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organizational culture refers to the phenomenon which members within a group or community 
share more deeply - namely, values and norms (Schein, 1985). Glick (1985) explained that the 
methodology used by researchers to investigate organizational climate and culture can affect 
their understanding of the differences between the two concepts. Climate research tends to be 
conducted by quantitative techniques; in contrast to culture research, which tends to be 
examined by using qualitative techniques (Glick, 1985; Xenikou & Furnham, 1996). 
Cultural research seems to be known as more accurate and more specific than climate 
research, but it is much harder to generalize from, other than in the application of the concept 
itself. Climate research seems to be known as possibly more generalizable, but it is less 
accurate and specific, although it may still provide a useful description of a single organization 
and an even more useful comparison with other organizations (Schneider et al., 2000). 
Summary.  
Although LSOCQ has several weaknesses, the LSOCQ is used most frequently in 
business organizations (Toulson & Smith, 1994). Also known as a generic instrument, LSOCQ 
has been used to explore the relationships between organizational climate and Human Resource 
Development issues, such as training transfer, knowledge management, knowledge sharing and 
technologies innovation (Abbey & Dickson, 1983; Lim 2006; Lin, 2007; Stafyla, 2000). 
Research rarely deals with the effect of KMS and ELS because these technologies are common 
and have only been applied to employees’ learning and knowledge sharing recently. Thus, to 
investigate the role of KMS and ELS between learning organizations and organizational climate, 
this instrument will be used.   
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The Relationships Among Organizational Climate, Technology Acceptance, and Learning 
Organization  
Upon reviewing the existing literature, this section articulates the rationale of all six 
hypotheses addressed in Chapter One. The organizational climate and learning organization 
section discusses the potential relationship between employees’ perceived organizational climate 
and the perceived dimensions of learning organizations. The organizational climate and 
information technology section discusses the potential influence of employees’ perceptions of 
organizational climate on their use of technology, KMS and ELS.  The information technology 
and learning organization section discusses the potential effect of employees’ use and 
perceptions on KMS and ELS on the perceived dimensions of a learning organization.  
Organizational climate and learning organization.  
Several studies have investigated the relationship between organizational climate and 
learning organizations (Ekvall, 1996; Ekvall & Britz, 2001; Service & Boockholdt, 1998; Samad, 
2010). Empirically, Samad (2010) concluded that creative organizational climate is positively 
related to learning organization in telecommunication companies. Additionally, the result of the 
study shows that a creative organizational climate has a significantly positive influence upon 
learning organizations. The research by Samad (2004) conducted among managers of 
information technology in Malaysia revealed that organizational climate and commitment had a 
positive and significant impact on learning organizations. Thus, there seems to be a relationship 
between employees’ perceived organizational climate and the perceived dimensions of learning 
organizations in Korean companies. Thus, I propose the following hypotheses.   
H1: There is a positive relationship between employees’ perceived organizational climate 
and the perceived dimensions of learning organizations in Korean companies.  
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H2: Employees’ perceived organizational climate affects their perceptions of learning 
organizations in Korean companies.  
Organizational climate and information technology.  
Additional research has shown that organizational climate plays a key factor in the 
sharing of knowledge through technology within organizations (Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005). 
Organizational climate is conducive to an individual’s intention to engage in knowledge sharing 
behaviors. Because employees’ perceptions of climate influence their behaviors, it seems natural 
to assume that the organizational climate can be an important antecedent to their acceptance 
towards technology.  
Organizational climate affects individual and organizational processes within an 
organization (Ekvall & Britz, 2001). “Individual process” includes learning in the organization 
such as an individual’s problem solving, motivation, and commitment, while “organizational 
process” includes group problem solving, decision-making, communicating, and coordinating. 
Service and Boockholdt (1998) also revealed that organizational climate affects psychological 
processes in learning organizations.   
Kozlowski and Hults (1987) investigated the relationship between organizational climate 
and technological innovation and revealed that appropriate organizational climate is an important 
element for fostering employees’ innovative behaviors. The research by Kozlowski and Hults 
(1987) has shown that employees produce a positive response towards new technology when an 
organization focuses on updating technology (Schneider, 1983). Therefore, the positive 
organizational climate created by an organization’s efforts to update technology can influence 
employees’ willingness to learn new technology as well as the creation of management systems 
(Kaufman, 1974; Kanter, 1983; Kozlowski & Hults, 1987).  
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Organizational climate plays an essential role in shaping employees’ behaviors and 
influencing their perception of knowledge management (KM) (Chen & Lin, 2004; Long, 2000; 
Sveiby & Simons, 2002). The key point is that organizational climate works its beneficial effects 
on knowledge management through increasing trust, communication, and coordination behaviors 
among employees (Chen & Hunag, 2007). An empirical study was conducted in 146 Taiwanese 
firms to examine the relationship between organizational climate and knowledge management 
(Chen, et al., 2010). They revealed that a supportive organizational climate is positively related 
to knowledge management. Thus, organizations need to be aware of the critical role of 
organizational climate on knowledge management (Chen et al., 2010).  
When ELS is considered as a technological tool, not all organizations have been 
successful in adopting technology in their workplaces (Klein et al., 2001). According to Klein 
and Ralls (1995), organizational policies and practices influence an organization’s effective 
implementation of technology. The quantity and quality of supporting users along with rewards 
or compliments from supervisors are included in organizational policies and practices by the 
study (Klein & Ralls, 1995). If employees realize that organizations put forth a substantial 
amount of effort to implement a technology, a climate is created which influences employees’ 
behaviors by altering their attitudes and perceptions within the organization (Hofman & Stetzer, 
1996). Thus, employees’ perceptions of organizational climate may affect their use of technology 
(KMS and ELS) in Korean companies. Thus, I propose the following hypotheses.  
H3: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of KMS.  
H4: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS.  
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Information technology and learning organization.  
A learning organization is a company that has an enhanced capacity to learn, adapt, and 
change, and enables employees to consistently acquire and share knowledge (Gopher et al, 1996; 
Solomon, 1994; Thornburg, 1994; Thomas & Allen, 2006). To become a learning organization, 
employees are supposed to create, share, and apply knowledge to their jobs in the workplace. 
It is crucial for organizations to enhance their capabilities for effective learning and 
knowledge management, by using information and communications technology (Wang, 
Moormann, & Yang, 2011). Mihalca, Uta, Andreeu, & Intorsureanu (2008) and Schmidt (2005) 
suggest that information technology is needed to support KM. The value of KMS has shifted 
from centralized to local and finally sharing of knowledge among employees across 
organizations (Bonifacio, Franz, & Staab, 2008). Similarly, ELS has developed distributing 
information and knowledge to learners engaged in the learning process (Ungaretti & Tillberg-
Webb, 2011). Thus, employees’ use and perceptions of KMS and ELS seems to influence the 
perceived dimensions of a learning organization. A few studies, however, have explored the 
relationship between learning organizations and technology in the workplace. 
There is a paucity of research on learning organizational characteristics and Internet use 
(Marchi, 1999; Vongchavalitkul, Singh, Neal, & Morris, 2005). Marchi (1999) conducted a 
survey of 103 managers and found that employees in learning organizations used the Internet 
more than those in non-learning organizations. Her study was conducted in a business 
organization while Vongchavalitkul et al.’s (2005) study was conducted in the college of 
business in universities. However, these two studies showed the same results: that there is a 
relationship between Internet use and learning organizations. Thus, there seems to be a 
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relationship between information technology and the development of learning organization. The 
final hypotheses are as follows.  
H5: Employees’ use and perceptions on KMS influence the perceived dimensions of        
a learning organization. 
H6: Employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence the perceived dimensions of         
a learning organization. 
Summary.  
Ideally, when organizations are intent upon finding ways to create organizational climates 
that foster employees’ continuous learning and improvement, employees seem to be influenced 
by their efforts and, consequently, knowledge acquisition and sharing through KMS and ELS are 
successfully implemented (Gupta, lyer, & Aronson, 2000; Yeow & Jackson, 2006). Therefore, 
organizations where KMS and ELS are utilized by employees and create the environments that 
facilitate their learning and performance, can become learning organizations. As a result, 
employees’ use of perceptions on either KMS or ELS may have interrelationships with 
employees’ perceptions about organizational climate and learning organization. Thus, the 
research is aimed at exploring employees’ utilization of information technology in Korean 
companies and providing some suggestions for the best use of information technology by 
figuring out how Korean companies’ organizational climate and learning organization are related 
to the use of information technology.  
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
 
This chapter describes the research methodology for this study, which includes the 
research design, research setting, instruments and data collection procedures, and data analysis.  
 
Overview of the Research Design  
This study was used an empirical research methodology and was conducted using an 
online survey questionnaire to explore the relationships among technology acceptance towards 
KMS and ELS, organizational climate and learning organization in three companies in South 
Korea. Canonical correlation analyses (CCA), a technique that allows for the investigation of 
multiple independent variable effects upon multiple dependent variables, were used to consider 
the hypotheses in this study.  
The following hypotheses guide this study:  
H1: There is a positive relationship between employees’ perceptions of organizational 
climate and the perceived dimensions of learning organizations in Korean companies.  
H2: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their perceptions of learning 
organizations in Korean companies.  
H3: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of KMS.  
H4: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS.  
H5: Employees’ use and perceptions on KMS influence the perceived dimensions of        
a learning organization. 
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H6: Employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence the perceived dimensions of         
a learning organization. 
The quantitative data were collected from participants through the instruments derived 
from organizational climate (Litwin & Stringer, 1968), the acceptance levels towards KMS and 
ELS (Venkatesh et al., 2003) and the dimensions of learning organization (Yang et al., 2003). 
Figure 3 below illustrates the research design with four variables: Perceived organizational 
climate, technology acceptance of KMS, ELS, and perceived learning organization. 
Organizational climate represents a set of independent variables that include structure, 
responsibility, reward, risk, warmth, support, standards, conflict, and identity. Based on UTAUT, 
the technology acceptance level towards KMS represents both a set of independent variables, 
which include performance expectancy, effort expectancy, attitude towards KMS, social 
influence, self-efficacy, facilitating conditions, anxiety, and the intention to use as a dependent 
variable. The technology acceptance level towards ELS represents both a set of independent 
variables which include performance expectancy, effort expectancy, attitude towards ELS, social 
influence, self-efficacy, facilitating conditions, anxiety, and the intention to use ELS as a 
dependent variable. The dimensions of learning organization represent a set of dependent 
variables which include seven dimensions: continuous learning, inquiry, and dialog, team 
learning, embedded system, empowerment, system connection, and strategic leadership.  
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Figure 3. Conceptual Framework for Guiding the Study of the impact of KMS and ELS 
 
Research Setting and Participants  
The research setting consisted of three companies that have utilized two systems - KMS 
and ELS - in South Korea. These three companies were selected from convenient sampling and 
the data were collected via an online survey. Since the purpose of this study is to investigate the 
impact of KMS and ELS, when influenced by organizational climate, on the development of 
learning organization, it is important to collect data from employees in companies that use both 
KMS and ELS.  
This study targeted three companies in South Korea, which are in the IT service industry, 
and media service industry. Generally, employees who work for service companies tend to be 
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transferred to separate workplaces among various job locations. They can share a lot of 
information through technology. Three companies were selected as study sites by convenient 
sampling. However, the selected companies possess both KMS and ELS systems, although they 
are utilized independently within the organizations. All employees who have at least more than 
one-year work experience in these three companies were invited to participate in this study, but 
new employees might not have had opportunities to use KMS and ELS so, they were excluded. 
In addition, executives from three companies were excluded because they seem to use different 
levels of KMS and ELS. Participants were recruited from the positions of entry level of 
employees, assistant managers, managers, and senior managers.  The participation is strictly 
voluntary. Respondents should be fluent in Korean, the language in which the survey was 
translated and distributed.  
 Study site A.  
A global information and communication technology (ICT) service company of 1,350 
employees in South Korea was selected as the site for this service and approval to conduct the 
study was obtained from the company. Company A has been known as a reputable company that 
has been using KMS well. The KMS was built in 1998 and ELS also was used by the employees 
starting in 1998. The average learning expenditure spent per employee was $2,000 (per year).  
Generally, 1,000 e-learning courses have been offered to employees and they have spent at least 
120 to 150 hours a year for their work-related learning. The average hour of learning depends on 
their positions. The portion of e-learning has been growing at 70% compared to that of face-to-
face training (30%) due to the characteristics of the IT industry in 2011. Specific courses, such as 
leadership and IT courses were provided as e-learning courses.  
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 Study site B.  
A domestic information technology (IT) service company of 580 employees, which offers 
various services, such as system management, mobile services, a data center service, system 
integration, and information strategic consulting, was selected for this study. However, 
company B’s main business scope seems to be limited to a conglomerate’s affiliates. The 
company B has a KMS since the year of 2001. According to a conglomerate’s education 
policies, employees have a right to learn at least 40 hours a year for their job-related 
development. Generally, e-learning courses used to be shared from a conglomerate and more 
than 200 e-learning courses are offered per month and the conglomerate has a plan to update the 
ELS.  
Study site C.  
A regional media service company of 890 employees in South Korea was selected as the 
site for this study and approval to conduct the study was obtained from the company. The media 
service company has been utilizing e-learning as a training tool. This media service company is a 
Multi-system Operator (MSO) that receives telecasting programs from telecasting program 
providers. It has major offices in Seoul, Incheon, Changwon and Masan, Kimhae and Pusan city 
and provides a wide variety of services including specialized cable TV channels and high-speed 
Internet connections to its subscribers.  
The media service company spent approximately one billion in 2010 for training 
employees. The company spent $1,000 on each employee in learning per year or for participating 
in training programs and 30% of the training expenditure was spent for e-learning since 2001. 
The average learning hours for each employee was around 80 hours per year. The company has 
offered around 900 e-learning courses and each employee is encouraged to take at least one e-
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learning course a month. An average of 30 to 40 employees takes e-learning courses through the 
intranet for every month. In addition, the media service company linked KMS into its intranet 
and utilized it for employees’ learning. The main menus of KM are “morning forum”, “expert” 
(Wikipedia), Community of Practice (COP), and “online quiz”. In the future, Human Resource 
Development has a plan to pursue expanding EPSS or Knowledge Map as learning resources that 
help employees’ performance. Table 3 shows three study sample sites. 
Table 3 
Study sample sites 
Site (industry) 
Total number of 
employees  
 
Total training 
expenditure 
($ for an 
employee) 
The average 
training hours per 
employee 
Year  
KMS/ELS  
used 
Company A  
(IT service) 
1,350 24 billion 
(2,000 $) 
120(2011) 1998/1998 
Company B 
(IT service) 
580 N/A 40(2009) 2001/2001 
Company C 
(Media Service) 
890 
 
1 billion 
(1000 $) 
80(2008) 2003/2003 
Sample size.  
This study accepts the notion that alpha should be set at .05 and statistical power at 90% 
(Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1996). The level of significance of a canonical correlation generally 
considered being the minimum acceptable for interpretation is the .05 level, which has become 
the generally accepted level for considering a statistically significant correlation coefficient (Hair 
& Rolph, 1998). First, the measure of the effect size for correlation analysis in social sciences 
equals to the correlation coefficient (r). To determine the magnitude of the effect size, Cohen 
(1988) proposed three categories: Small effect size (ES) (r= .10), medium ES (r= .30), and large 
ES (r= .50). Second, an ES range of medium to large (r = .30~ .50) was selected so the 
relationship can be reliably detected, in the sense that any effect size smaller than .10 would not 
be of substantive significance.  
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Canonical correlation analysis (CCA) is a multivariate statistical model that facilitates the 
study of interrelationships among sets of multiple independent variables and multiple dependent 
variables (Green, 1978; Green & Carroll, 1978). The CCA is also recommended to maintain at 
least 10 observations per variable to avoid “overfitting” the data (Joseph, Rolph, Ronald, & 
William, 1998). To achieve the desirable effect size range and statistical power, the sample size 
for this proposed study ranges from 35 to 1044 participants (alpha at .05) from three companies 
of South Korea and power at 90% (corresponding to a beta of .10), to ensure that correlations are 
not overlooked (Gatsonis, & Sampson, 1989).  
 
Instrumentation   
This section describes in detail the instruments for testing the hypotheses. The online 
survey questionnaire (Appendix A) was designed to access five areas: (1) learning organization, 
(2) the behavioral intention to use and acceptance towards KMS, (3) the behavioral intention to 
use and the acceptance towards ELS, (4) organizational climate, and (5) participants’ 
demographic information.  
The dimensions of learning organization questionnaire (DLOQ).  
This instrument was used to measure the extent to which a company meets certain criteria 
as a learning organization (Watkins & Marsick, 1996, 2003). The seven typical variables are as 
follows in Table 4. Many studies have been conducted by using DLOQ due to its reliability and 
validity (Ellinger et al., 2002; Harnandez, 2003; Kumar & Idris, 2006; McHargue, 2003; Yang, 
2003; Yang, et al., 2003; Zhang et al., 2003). As one of the most popular data-collection 
instruments, DLOQ has been validated in the Korean context (Park, 2008; Song, et al., 2009). In 
this study, the short version of the DLOQ with 21 items was used because the overall reliability 
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for the 21-item scale of .93 has better psychometric properties in terms of the formation of an 
adequate measurement model (Yang, 2003).  
Table 4 
The Dimensions of Learning Organization  
Dimension Definitions  
Creating continuous 
learning opportunities 
Continuous learning requires employees to be willing to change, adapt, 
grow, and take control of work-related decisions. 
Promote inquiry and 
dialog 
People gain productive reasoning skills to express their views and the 
capacity to listen and inquire into the views of others; the culture is 
changed to support questioning, feedback, and experimentation. 
Encourage collaboration 
and team learning 
Work is designed to use groups to access different modes of thinking; 
groups are expected to learn together and work together; collaboration is 
valued by the culture and rewarded. 
Create system to capture 
and share learning 
Both high and low technology systems to share learning are created and 
integrated with work; access is provided; systems are maintained. 
Empower people toward a 
collective vision 
People are involved in setting, owning, and implementing a joint vision; 
responsibility is distributed close to decision making so that people are 
motivated to learn toward what they are held accountable to do.  
Connect the organization 
to its environment 
People are helped to see the effect of their work on the entire enterprise; 
people scan the environment and use information to adjust work practices; 
the organization is linked to its communities. 
Provide strategic 
leadership for learning 
Leaders model, champion, and support learning; leadership uses learning 
strategically for business results 
Key results financial 
performance 
State of financial health and resources available for growth 
Knowledge performance Enhancement of products and services because of learning and knowledge 
capacity 
 
The unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT).  
 
To measure the technology acceptance levels toward KMS and ELS, UTAUT was 
applied. UTAUT is measured by eight constructs, which include performance expectancy (4 
items), effort expectancy (4 items), social influence (4 items), facilitation conditions (4 items), 
anxiety (2 items), self-efficacy (4 items), attitude towards using technology (4 items) and 
behavioral intention (3 items). See Table 5 for the construct definitions.  
The reliability and validity of the questionnaire was also examined by numerous studies 
(Oshlyansky et al., 2007; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). The reliabilities of all constructs were 
found to be acceptable and highly consistent (Alpha > .80) (Venkatesh et al., 2003). In addition, 
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the cross-cultural validity of the UTAUT tool was examined. The results clearly showed that this 
tool is robust enough to be used cross-culturally (Oshlyansky et al., 2007).  
Table 5 
The UTAUT constructs (Venkatesh et al., 2003) 
Construct Definitions  
Performance Expectancy The degree to which an individual believes that using the system will help 
him or her to attain gains in job performance.  
Effort Expectancy The degree of ease associated with the use of the system. 
Attitudes  An individual's positive or negative feelings about performing the target 
behavior.  
Social Influence The degree to which an Individual perceives that important others believe 
he or she should use the new system.  
Facilitating Conditions The degree to which an individual believes that an organizational and 
technical infrastructure exists to support use of the system. 
Self-efficacy Judgment of one’s ability to use a technology to accomplish a particular 
job or task 
Anxiety  Evoking anxious or emotional reactions when it comes to performing a 
behavior 
Behavioral Intention to use The degree to which an individual wants to use technology and will use 
what is learned in the work context 
 
The litwin and stringer’s organizational climate questionnaire (LSOCQ).  
To measure organizational climate, many researchers have categorized various variables. 
Litwin and Stringer (1968) categorized nine variables as follows (Gray, 2007, pp. 58-59) (See 
Table 6). 
Sims and LaFollette (1975) explored the validity and reliability of the Litwin and Stringer 
(1968) organizational climate questionnaire (LSOCQ) which is a theoretically and empirically 
sound instrument. The reliability and validity of LSOCQ has been investigated by several 
researchers and have shown to be a meaningful and reliable instrument (Campbell et al., 1970; 
Muchinski, 1976; Sims & Lafollette, 1975). LSOCQ is one of the widely used instruments to 
measure organizational climate in the workplace (Rogers et al., 1980; Woodman & King, 1978). 
In addition, the LSOCQ is used most frequently in business organizations (Toulson & Smith, 
1994).  
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Table 6 
Organizational Climate  
Variable Definitions  
Structure The feeling that employees have about the constraints in the group, such 
as how many rules, regulations, and procedures there are; is there an 
emphasis on ‘red tape’ and going through channels, or is there a loose and 
informal atmosphere?  
Responsibility The feeling of being your own supervisor; not having to double check all 
your decisions; when you have a job to do, knowing that it is your job 
Reward The feeling of being rewarded for a job well done; emphasizing positive 
rewards rather than punishment; the perceived fairness of the pay and 
promotion policies.  
Risk The sense of riskiness and challenge in the job and in the organization; is 
there an emphasis on taking calculated risks, or is playing it safe the best 
way to operate?  
 
Warmth The feeling of general good fellowship that prevails in the work group 
atmosphere; the emphasis on being well-liked; the prevalence of friendly 
and informal social groups. 
Standard The feeling of importance of implicit and explicit goals and performance 
standards; the emphasis on doing a good job; the challenge represented in 
personal and group goals. 
Support The perceived importance of implicit and explicit goals and performance 
standards; the emphasis on doing a good job; the challenge represented in 
personal and group goals.  
Conflict The feeling that managers and other workers want to hear different 
opinions; the emphasis placed on getting problems out in the open, rather 
than smoothing them over or ignoring them. 
Identity The feeling that you belong to a company and you are a valuable member 
of a working team; the importance placed on this kind of spirit. 
Control variables.  
The online survey questions also collected demographic information for analysis by 
business industry, gender, age, position held, job function, educational levels, work experience 
and technology experiences with KMS and ELS. Some demographic variables were applied as 
control variables during data analysis. For instance, Weldy and Gillis (2010) investigated 143 
employees from four organizations about their perception of learning organization in relation to 
their positions. The results showed that there are significant differences across organizations for 
six of the learning dimensions, except continuous learning. The business units could also affect 
the employees’ perception about the learning organization. Song et al., (2009) investigated 1,529 
cases from 11 firms and indicated that there are differences among business units regarding the 
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perceived dimensions of learning organization in South Korea.  In terms of technology 
acceptance, according to Venkatesh et al., (2003), gender, age, and e-learning experience are 
potential variables that could influence the perceptions of users. Finally, Crespell and Hansen 
(2008) suggested that gender, age, position held, and work experiences are variables that could 
influence the perceptions of employees regarding their organizational climate.   
 
Data Collection Procedures  
Approvals for this study have been obtained both from the Institution Review Board at 
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign and the companies in South Korea. The 
questionnaire was translated into Korean for IRB approval To ensure the validity of the 
translation, three human resource development professionals from Korea will be asked to 
comment on the appropriateness of the Korean wording in the translation considering each 
company’ s context before distributing it to employees. Respondents are working at the 
companies as managers in the Department of Human Resources and, additionally, three 
professionals hold a Master’s degree in Educational Technology. They have been working in 
these three companies for several years. They were also asked to comment on any items of the 
questionnaire they consider to be irrelevant or inappropriate. Based on these comments, the items 
were modified.  
The survey was developed using an online survey tool, Survey Monkey 
(http://www.surveymonkey.com), which can be accessed from anywhere via the Internet. The 
online survey was distributed among a range of approximately 140 to 4176 employees based on 
a previous study’s response rate of 25% (Yoo, 2010) to ensure that the sample size for this 
proposed study ranges from 35 to 1044 participants (alpha at .05) (Gatsonis, & Sampson, 1989). 
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Participants have as much time as they need to complete the survey. However, they can access 
the online survey only once. Table 7 shows the data collection procedures that the researcher 
utilizes for the study.  
Table 7 
Data Collection Procedures  
Data Research Site Time Span Expected participants  Collection Method 
Learning Organization  
 
Company A, 
B, and C 
 
 
 
8 weeks 
 
35-1044 
(Expected distributed 
number of survey140-
4176, approximately 
response rate 25%) 
 
 
Online Survey 
The Acceptance levels 
towards KMS 
The Acceptance levels 
towards ELS 
Organizational Climate 
Once the online survey is ready, the researcher contacted the HRD professionals asking 
them to post the survey link and explained the purpose and procedure of the study or to send the 
instructions in an email to all employees. The online survey was available for two months before 
the data analysis. In addition, the HRD professionals sent out a reminder email one more time 
after one week from the time the online survey link is sent.  
Pilot study. 
A pilot study was conducted to preliminarily verify the validity and reliability of the 
instruments. An online survey was sent to 150 employees by HRD director and staff from each 
company. The online survey was distributed to 50 employees within each company, so a total of 
150 employees from three companies received the online survey through their internal email or 
intranet. A total of 60 datasets were collected from three companies and 20 datasets from each 
company were analyzed to check the validity and reliability of the questionnaire. The pilot test 
was implemented for one week (January 30
th
 to February 5
th
) in 2012 in the aforementioned three 
companies. The survey questionnaires were not deleted because there were no comments from 
HRD directors but, demographic questions were modified based on the characteristics of each 
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company. A total of 60 datasets were examined for their reliability and EFA as well as to reduce 
their variables and to validate a scale. See Table 8 for the reliability.  
Table 8 
Reliability of the Pilot Study 
 Company A (N=20) Company B (N=20) Company C (N=20) Total (N=60) 
LSOCQ 
Structure 
Responsibility 
Reward 
Risk 
Warmth 
Support 
Standard 
Conflict 
Identity 
.894 
.808 
.848 
.836 
.842 
.676 
.840 
.768 
.780 
.753 
.941 
.896 
.445 
.898 
.011 
.725 
.769 
.669 
.580 
.864 
.272 
 .133 
 .796 
 .630 
 N/A 
 .543 
 .586 
 N/A 
 N/A 
 .814 
.826 
 .644 
 .100 
 .507 
 .046 
 .495 
 .822 
 .296 
 .623 
 .965 
UTAUT-KMS 
PE 
EE 
AT 
SI 
FC 
AX 
IU 
.847 
 .637 
 .534 
 .457 
 .635 
 .716 
 .043 
 .053 
.914 
.764 
.888 
.878 
.827 
.470 
.891 
.960 
.971 
.917 
.936 
.909 
.939 
.876 
N/A 
.965 
.940 
 .896 
 .880 
 .911 
 .877 
 .786 
 .882 
 .877 
UTAUT-ELS 
PE 
EE 
AT 
SI 
FC 
AX 
IU 
.903 
.923 
.774 
.736 
.329 
.126 
.358 
.468 
.925 
.784 
.895 
.869 
.862 
.614 
.857 
.833 
.965 
.851 
.785 
.903 
.963 
.821 
N/A 
.914 
.896 
 .796 
 .812 
 .901 
 .843 
 .635 
 .954 
 .589 
DLOQ  
Inquiry & Dialog  
Continues learning  
Team learning 
Embedded system 
Empowerment 
System connection 
Strategic leadership 
.883  
.453 
.509  
.862  
.635 
.623 
.715 
.886 
.961 
.727 
.885 
.926 
.864 
.727 
.847 
.953 
.940 
.688 
.809 
.911 
.789 
.836 
.629 
.844 
.927 
.639 
.751  
.867 
.688 
.781 
.694 
.896 
Each company had specific items that had low loading factors even though all three 
companies are in the service industry. The results of the pilot test showed that the hypotheses 
were confirmed by the datasets and there were no technical issues that influenced participants’ 
responses.   
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Based on the results of the pilot study, the constructs of the three instruments seem to be 
inconclusive, which were different from the original ones. Thus, EFA was used to analyze the 
datasets before measuring descriptive remained factors of three instruments and testing the 
hypotheses of this study. 
After the EFA from the individual company, items with low loading factors (below .60) 
were reported and compared to those of other companies to remove them.  Therefore, RP 12 (one 
item) was removed and an online survey was distributed to participants from three companies by 
their HRD staff.  
Table 9 
Items with Lower Loading Factors (below .60) after EFA 
 Company A Company B Company C 
LSOCQ ST 4, 5, 7 
RP 12, 13, 14, 16 
RW 18 
W 31 
S 33, 36 
RK 26 
CF 43, 45 
 
I 47  
ST 7 
RP 12 
 
 
S 34 
RK 26 
CF 44 
SD 39, 41, 42 
I 47, 50 
 
RP 12 
RW 17,19 
W 28 
S 32, 34, 36 
RK 25 
CF 44  
SD 42 
I 49 
UTAUT-KMS  
AT 2,4 
EE 4 
PE 1 
AT 2 
SI 4 
 
N/A 
UTAUT-ELS AT 3 
SI 1 
FC 2 
IU 1 
PE 1 PE 2 
DLOQ IL 1  IL 5 
OL 13, 19 
 
OL 9 
 
Data Analysis  
The five data sources were analyzed with SAS 9.2 and SPSS 18 using the following steps. 
First, the data were evaluated to check normality. Although normality is not strictly required, it is 
highly recommended that all variables be evaluated for normality (Hair, & Rolph, 1998). Second, 
descriptive statistics were conducted to analyze the demographic information of the participants 
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and understand the characteristics of the data, such as means, standard deviation, frequency, and 
distribution. Third, a preliminary data analysis was conducted, which included factor analysis for 
the four data sources, and their reliability was conducted. The derivation of successive canonical 
variates was computed, which is similar to unrotated factor analysis. The first factor extracted 
accounts for the maximum amount of variance in the set of variables, then the second factor is 
computed so that it accounts for as much as possible of the variance not accounted for by the 
final factor until all factors have been extracted. Then, Canonical correlation analyses can be 
employed to test the hypotheses. Fourth, canonical correlation analysis was measured the 
maximum amount of the relationship between the two sets of variables, a set of independent 
variables and a set of dependent variables.  
To test the first hypothesis (H1), organizational climate and the learning organization was 
examined with correlational analysis. Second, regression analyses were measured to test the 
second (H2), fifth (H5), and sixth hypotheses (H6). The data were analyzed using canonical 
correlations to test the third (H3) and fourth hypothesis (H4): To what extent can learning 
organization be predicted or explained by technology acceptance towards KMS?  To what extent 
can learning organization to be predicted or explained by technology acceptance towards ELS? 
Specifically, the canonical coefficient indicates the correlation between the canonical scores for 
each linear combination of variables (Green, 1978). An analysis of the canonical correlation 
coefficient does not, however, reveal the amount of variance shared by the two sets of variables. 
Consequently, the data was analyzed using the redundancy index, which measures how much 
variance in one set of variables is shared by the variability in the other set of variables (Stewart 
& Love, 1968). Control variables such as gender, age, the position held, educational level, work 
experiences, and their KMS and ELS experiences were controlled to remove potential influences 
67 
of the aforementioned independent variables on the relationship among organizational climate, 
technology acceptance towards KMS and ELS, and learning organization (Newton & Rudestam, 
1999). Finally, the redundancy and the canonical correlation squared (R²c) were measured for the 
percentage of variance accounted for from the two data sets.  
 
Summary 
 In this chapter, the research design, research setting and participants, study sites and 
sample size, instrumentations, data collection procedures, and the data analyses were described. 
In the next chapter, the results of data analyses were presented.  
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Chapter 4 
Results 
 
The results consist of four sections. First, the researcher reports on how to handle missing 
data. Second, the researcher reports on the participants, exploratory factor analysis and reliability, 
and hypotheses testing results based on the overall data. Third, the researcher reports on the 
participants, exploratory factor analysis and reliability, and hypotheses testing results based on 
individual companies. Finally, a comparison among the three companies is addressed.  
 
Handling Missing Data  
The data were collected for eight weeks (February 6
th
 to March 31
th
) in 2012 from three 
service companies in South Korea. The online survey was distributed to 1,150 employees within 
the three companies by HRD staff and 334 surveys were returned (response rate 29%). The time 
span was selected for one month because the response rate of online survey was drop rapidly 
after the first two weeks (Madge & O’Connor, 2002). Please see the data collection schedule and 
outcome below: 
 Company A 
The data were collected for four weeks (March 5
th
 to March 31
st
) in 2012 from an 
IT industry company A in South Korea. The online survey was distributed to 350 
employees within the company A by a senior manager and 100 (29%) surveys were 
returned.  
 Company B 
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The data were collected for four weeks (March 5 to March 31) in 2012 from 
another IT industry company B in South Korea. The online survey was distributed to 300 
employees within the company by a HRD director and 121 (40.0%) surveys were 
returned.  
 Company C 
The data were collected for four weeks (Feb 6
th
 to March 3
rd
) in 2012 from a 
broadcasting service industry company C in South Korea. The online survey was 
distributed to 500 employees within the company C by a HRD director and 113 (23%) 
surveys were returned.  
See Table 10 in details for the number of participants and response rate.  
Table 10 
The Number of Participants and Response rate 
Study site Industry  Time 
Span 
Number of 
Participants/distributed number 
 Response rate 
Company A Information Technology 
(IT) Service 
4 weeks 
(March) 
100/350  29% 
Company B Information Technology 
(IT) Service 
4 weeks 
(March) 
121/300  40% 
Company C Broadcasting service 4 weeks 
(Feb) 
113/500  23% 
Total Service industries 8 weeks 334/1150  29% 
 
Of 334 returned datasets, 2 datasets were deleted due to errors. An analysis of the 
patterns of missing data was examined and missing data were checked. First, a total of 332 
datasets were tested using Little’s MCAR test if the datasets were missing completely at random 
(MCAR) (Allison, 2002; Howell, 2007; Little & Rubin, 1987; Schlomer, Bauman, & Card, 
2010).  The result of Little’s MCAR (Chi-Square = 6981.929, DF = 6996, Sig = .545) showed 
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that the missing data of datasets were MCAR (Little, 1988). The missing data had been showed 
more than 20% (missing variables 34%).  
The listwise deletion was used in many studies, however, it is not an advisable method 
when the amount of missing data were substantial (Schlomer et al., 2010).  The listwise deletion 
method could cause the loss of statistical power (Howell, 2007; Schlomer et al., 2010) and 
deliver the least accurate estimates of population parameters, such as correlations (Roth, 1994). 
The mean substitution was used when the missing data were less than 10% and this method 
could reduce the variance of the variables (Schlomer et al., 2010). Thus, many researchers 
(Allison, 2002; Bennett, 2001; Graham, Hofer, & Mackinnon, 1996; Pallant, 2007) indicated that 
the mean substitution method was not recommended. Therefore, listwise deletion and mean 
substitution seem to be inappropriate in dealing with missing data (Peng, Harwell, Liou, & 
Ehman, 2006; Roth, 1994; Schlomer et al., 2010). The Expectation Maximization (EM) 
Algorithm method was applied to deal with the missing data for this study because it is a proper, 
alternative way in multivariate analysis for this study (Howell, 2007; Schafer, 1999; Schlomer et 
al., 2010). A normality test and Lavene’s test were performed after outliers were detected. Five 
cases were excluded and a total of 327 datasets were distributed normally and showed an 
equality of variances. Thus, 327 completed datasets were used for further analyses.   
 
Participants 
Demographics. 
Of 327 completed datasets, 148 of them were completed by males (45.3%), while 59 
(18.0%) and 120 (36.7%) showed no indication of whether they were completed by males or 
females. 113 (34.6%) participants were in their thirties, 64 (19.6%) in their forties, 28 (8.6%) in 
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their twenties, 1 (0.3%) in less than their twenties and one (0.3%) in his fifties. 120 (36.7%) did 
not reveal their ages. Eight-five (26.0%) participants had work experiences between 1 and 5 
years, 60 (18.3%) between 6 and 10 years, 33 (10.1%) between 11 and 15 years, 16 (4.9%) 
between 16 and 20 years, and 12 (3.7%) had work experiences of less than 1 year in the 
companies while 120 (36.7%) participants did not indicate their work experience in their 
companies. Fifty-six (17.1%) employees worked in sales/marketing, 43 (13.1%) as production 
workers or technicians, 51 (15.6%) in supporting departments such as human resource, 
accounting, and finance, 14 (4.3%) in research, and 4 (1.2) in customer’ service.  124 (37.9%) 
participants did not indicate their jobs in the companies. Sixty-three participants (19.3%) were 
assistant managers, 36 (11.0%) were employees, 61 (18.7%) managers, 31 (9.5%) senior 
managers, and 15 (4.6%) were supervisors (directors) in the companies, while 121 (37.0%) 
participants did not indicate their positions.  Nearly half of the participants (49.2%) held 
bachelors’ degrees, 30 (9.2%) held Masters degrees, 10 (3.1) held two year college degrees, and 
1 (0.3) holds a doctoral degree, while 121 participants did not indicate their education levels.  
These demographics are shown in Table 11.  
Usage on KMS and ELS. 
About 40.4% of respondents 132 participants spent 1 – 10 hours for work-related learning 
per month and 41 (12.5%) between 11 -20 hours, 11(3.4%) between 21-30 hours and 121 (37%) 
did not indicate their work related learning hours per month.  Fifty-six (17.1%) participants 
responded that they did not use KMS at all. 124 (37.9%) participants spent 1-10 hours using 
KMS and 19 (5.8%) spent 11-20 hours per month. For taking e-learning, 96 (29.4%) participants 
responded that they take less than one course per month and 18 (5.5%) participants responded 
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that they take one course per month. However 61 (18.7%) participants answered that they have 
not taken e-learning courses at all. See Table 12 for detailed information.  
Table 11 
Descriptive statistics of participant demographic information 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
 Total Company A Company B Company C 
Gender Male  148(45.3) 42(42.0) 55(46.2) 51(47.2) 
Female 59(18.0) 35(35.0) 14(11.8) 10(9.3) 
Missing 120(36.7) 77(77.0) 50(42.0) 47(43.5) 
Total 327(100.0) 100(100.0) 119(100.0) 108(100.0) 
Age  Less than 20 1(0.3) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(0.9) 
20 – 29 28(8.6) 14(14.0) 6(5.0) 8(7.4) 
30 – 39 113(34.6) 38(38.0) 44(37.0) 31(28.7) 
40 – 49 64(19.6) 24(24.0) 19(16.0) 21(19.4) 
Over 50  1(0.3) 1(1.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 
Missing 120(36.7) 23(23.0) 50(42.0) 47(43.5) 
Total 327(100.0) 100(100.0) 119(100.0) 108(100.0) 
Work 
experience 
Less than 1 year 12(3.7) 5(5.0) 3(2.5) 4(3.7) 
1 – 5 years 85(26.0) 29(29.0) 27(22.7) 29(26.9) 
6 – 10 years 60(18.3) 15(15.0) 29(24.4) 16(14.8) 
11 – 15 years 33(10.1) 14(14.0) 8(6.7) 11(10.2) 
16 – 20 years 16(4.9) 14(14.0) 1(0.8) 1(0.9) 
Over 20 years 1(0.3) 0(0.0) 1(0.8) 0(0.0) 
Missing 120(36.7) 23(23.0) 50(42.0) 47(43.5) 
Total 327(100.0) 100(100.0) 119(100.0) 108(100.0) 
Job 
function 
Sales/ Marketing 56(17.1) 28(28.0) 4(3.4) 24(22.2) 
Product/ Technician 43(13.1) 0(0.0) 26(21.8) 17(15.7) 
Support 51(15.6) 29(29.0) 3(2.5) 19(17.6) 
Research 14(4.3) 9(9.0) 5(4.2) 0(0.0) 
Service 4(1.2) 0(0.0) 4(3.4) 0(0.0) 
Others 35(10.7) 10(10.0) 25(21.0) 0(0.0) 
Missing 124(37.9) 24(24.0) 52(43.7) 48(44.4) 
Total 327(100.0) 100(100.0) 119(100.0) 108(100.0) 
Position Employee 36(11.0) 2(2.0) 13(10.9) 21(19.4) 
Assistant Manager 63(19.3) 19(19.0) 23(19.3) 21(19.4) 
Manager 61(18.7) 27(27.0) 22(18.5) 12(11.1) 
Senior manager 31(9.5) 15(15.0) 10(8.4) 6(5.6) 
Supervisor 15(4.6) 13(13.0) 1(0.8) 1(0.9) 
Missing 121(37.0) 24(24.0) 50(42.0) 47(43.5) 
Total 327(100.0) 100(100.0) 119(100.0) 108(100.0) 
Education 
Level 
High school graduate  4(1.2) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 4(3.7) 
Certificate or associates degree   10(3.1) 3(3.0) 1(0.8) 6(5.6) 
Undergraduate degree                 161(49.2) 57(57.0) 60(50.4) 44(40.7) 
Graduate degree (Master) 30(9.2) 15(15.0) 8(6.7) 7(6.5) 
Ph.D. 1(0.3) 1(1.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 
Missing 121(37.0) 24(24.0) 50(42.0) 47(43.5) 
Total 327(100.0) 100(100.0) 119(100.0) 108(100.0) 
 
73 
Table 12 
Descriptive Statistics of Participant Learning Hours, Usage of KMS and ELS 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
 Total Company A Company B Company C 
Work-related 
learning hours 
per month 
Not at all       18(5.5) 6(6.0) 9(7.6) 3(2.8) 
1-10 hours  132(40.4) 50(50.0) 39(32.8) 43(39.8) 
11-20 hours  41(12.5) 18(18.0) 14(11.8) 9(8.3) 
21-30 hours 11(3.4) 2(2.0) 5(4.2) 4(3.7) 
31-40 hours 2(0.6) 0(0.0) 1(0.8) 1(0.9) 
More than 41 hours  2(0.6) 1(1.0) 0(0.0) 1(0.9) 
Missing 121(37.0) 23(23.0) 51(42.9) 47(43.5) 
Total 327(100.0) 100(100.0) 119(100.0) 108(100.0) 
Usage hours of 
KMS per month 
Not at all       56(17.1) 20(20.0) 31(26.1) 5(4.6) 
1-10 hours  124(37.9) 46(46.0) 32(26.9) 46(42.6) 
11-20 hours  19(5.8) 6(6.0) 5(4.2) 8(7.4) 
21-30 hours 2(0.6) 1(1.0) 0(0.0) 1(0.9) 
31-40 hours 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 
More than 41 hours  1(0.3) 1(1.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 
Missing 202(61.8) 26(26.0) 51(42.9) 48(44.4) 
Total 327(100.0) 100(100.0) 119(100.0) 108(100.0) 
E-learning 
Course  per 
month 
Not at all       61(18.7) 20(20.0) 36(30.3) 5(4.6) 
Less than 1 course  96(29.4) 25(25.0) 27(22.7) 44(40.7) 
1 course 18(5.5) 4(4.0) 6(5.0) 8(7.4) 
2 or 3 courses 3(0.9) 2(2.0) 0(0.0) 1(0.9) 
4 or 5 courses 2(0.6) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 2(1.9) 
More than 6 courses 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 
Missing 147(45.0) 49(49.0) 50(42.0) 48(44.4) 
Total 327(100.0) 100(100.0) 119(100.0) 108(100.0) 
Usage 
frequency of 
KMS 
Not at all       25(7.6) 2(2.0) 16(13.4) 7(6.5) 
About once a week        115(35.2) 25(25.0) 44(37.0) 46(42.6) 
2 or 3 times a week          34(10.4) 21(21.0) 6(5.0) 7(6.5) 
4±6 times a week        5(1.5) 3(3.0) 2(1.7) 0(0.0) 
About once a day 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 
More than once a day 1(0.3) 0(0.0) 1(0.8) 0(0.0) 
Missing 147(45.0) 49(49.0) 50(42.0) 48(44.4) 
Total 327(100.0) 100(100.0) 119(100.0) 108(100.0) 
Usage 
frequency of 
ELS 
Not at all       33(10.1) 5(5.0) 19(16.0) 9(8.3) 
About once a week        85(26.0) 23(23.0) 29(24.4) 33(30.6) 
2 or 3 times a week          51(15.6) 17(17.0) 18(15.1) 16(14.8) 
4±6 times a week        7(2.1) 4(4.0) 2(1.7) 1(0.9) 
About once a day 1(0.3) 0(0.0) 1(0.8) 0(0.0) 
More than once a day 3(0.9) 2(2.0) 0(0.0) 1(0.9) 
Missing 147(45.0) 49(49.0) 50(42.0) 48(44.4) 
Total 327(100.0) 100(100.0) 119(100.0) 108(100.0) 
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Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability 
Perceived organizational climate. 
 Based on the hypotheses, this study used both descriptive and inferential statistics for 
data analysis. First, the data of LSOCQ were examined with factor analysis to validate and 
reduce the data, since previous researchers that were examined with factor analysis reported 
different results from the original instrument. Among nine factors, only 5 factors showed good 
scale consistency and a high reliability of over .70 while four factors - responsibility, risk, 
standards, and conflicts - showed inconclusive results (Sims & Lafollette, 1975). In addition, 
applying LSOCQ into a company in the service industry of Korea showed different results from 
the original instrument (Yoo, 2010).    
 For this reason, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was examined to explore the factors 
and remove items. An initial factor extraction was done according to PCA (KMO = .879) (See 
Table 13), and rotated according to the varimax method. The PCA extracted 12 components with 
eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and which accounted for 67.0% of the variance. Of the 12 factors 
extracted, all consist of multiple items with loading scores that are greater than .60.  
Table 13 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of sampling Adequacy .879 
Barlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 9129.016 
 Df 1225 
 Sig. .000 
To verify 12 factors, parallel analysis (PA) was conducted (Horn, 1965). Among the 12 
factors’, eigenvalues were greater than 1.00 but only five factors’ actual eigenvalues were greater 
than that generated by PA (the average criteria). Therefore, only five factors (16 items) were 
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eventually used to analyze the data in this study due to the results of factor analyses (Watkins, 
2010).   
The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of LSOCQ is 0.837, while the internal 
consistencies of the instruments vary from 0.812 to 0.875. Instruments are generally considered 
reliable when they have an alpha of .80 or higher on a scale of 0 to 1 (Rubin & Babbi, 2009). 
Thus, the overall reliability of the instrument is good (See Table 16).  
Table 14 
Actual and Random Eigenvalues (Parallel Analysis: PA) 
Factor Actual Eigenvalue Average Eigenvalue Standard Dev 
1 13.383 1.8532 .0486 
2 4.685 1.7623 .0382 
3 2.855 1.6929 .0353 
4 2.145 1.6357 .0265 
5 1.754 1.5881 .0241 
6 1.527 1.5438 .0235 
Table 15  
Rotated Component Matrix  
 Component 
1 2 3 4 5 h² (Communality) 
I49 .744     .732 
I50 .725     .708 
I47 .713     .710 
ST4 .675     .596 
CF45 .649     .591 
W31 .626     .757 
RK25 .600     .674 
ST2  .777    .726 
ST7  .740    .722 
W29   .794   .733 
W30   .733   .774 
CF46    .751  .650 
SD41    -.741  .685 
RW18     .717 .820 
RW16     .704 .756 
RW17     .665 .711 
Eigenvalue 13.383 4.685 2.855 2.145 1.754  
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Table 16 
Item Statistics and Reliability  
Component  Item (16 items) Mean 
(Std. Deviation) 
Cronbach’s Alpha if 
item deleted 
Cronbach Alpha 
1 I49 4.51(1.03) .812  
 
 
 
 
 
 
.837 
I50 4.31(0.95) .826 
I47 4.74(0.91) .814 
ST4 4.14(1.19) .823 
CF45 4.26(1.07) .823 
W31 4.37(1.11) .826 
RK25 4.89(0.94) .820 
2 ST2 4.50(1.18) .834 
ST7 5.02(1.09) .832 
3 W29 4.17(1.03) .833 
W30 4.24(1.09) .847 
4 CF46 4.09(0.94) .875 
SD41 3.92(1.11) .818 
5 RW18 4.37(1.11) .821 
RW16 4.14(1.12) .820 
RW17 4.20(1.03) .833 
UTAUT towards KMS. 
 Since UTAUT was developed to examine user’s technology acceptance, many studies 
have used the instrument to conduct various technologies in the workplace as well as in the 
classroom settings. However, KMS has not been examined by many researchers, while e-
learning, asynchronous software, blogs, and content management systems have been examined 
by UTAUT (Borotis et al., 2009; Lee et al., 2009; Lee et al., 2010; Park, 2009). In addition, 
using UTAUT in the workplace of the Korean context seems to be rare even though UTAUT has 
been validated as useful cross-culturally (Oshlyansky et al., 2007).  
 For this reason, EFA was examined to validate a scale. An initial factor extraction was 
done according to PCA (KMO = .900), and rotated according to the varimax method. The PCA 
extracted 5 components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounted for 71.8% of the 
variance. Of the 5 factors extracted, only two factors (10 items) were used for further analysis 
based on the results of PA (See Table 18).   
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Table 17 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of sampling Adequacy 0.900 
Barlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 6847.726 
 Df 300 
 Sig. .000 
 
Table 18 
Actual and Random Eigenvalues (Parallel Analysis: PA) 
Factor Actual eigenvalue Average eigenvalue Standard Dev 
1 11.632 1.5397 .0397 
2 2.629 1.4603 .0339 
3 1.388 1.3951 .0284 
4 1.255 1.3359 .0296 
5 1.046 1.2866 .0245 
 
The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of KMS is 0.925, while the internal 
consistencies of the instruments vary from 0.913 to 0.922. The overall reliability of the 
instrument is very good because instruments are generally considered reliable when they have an 
alpha of .80 or higher on a scale of 0 to 1 (Rubin & Babbi, 2009).  
Table 19 
Rotated Component Matrix  
 Component 
1 2 h² (Communality) 
IU1 .820  .774 
IU2 .790  .799 
IU3 .770  .782 
SI1 .692  .631 
SI2 .625  .699 
SI3 .602  .686 
EE3  .777 .768 
EE4  .775 .760 
EE2  .720 .688 
EE1  .610 .733 
Eigenvalue  11.632 2.629  
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Table 20 
Item Statistics and Reliability (N=327) 
Component  Item (10 items) Mean 
(Std. Deviation) 
Cronbach’s Alpha if 
item deleted 
Cronbach Alpha 
1 IU1 4.91(1.02) .916  
 
 
 
.925 
IU2 4.80(1.06) .913 
IU3 4.86(1.02) .913 
SI1 4.69(1.04) .919 
SI2 4.46(1.06) ,917 
SI3 4.66(1.08) ,917 
2 EE3 4.91(0.92) .917 
EE4 4.72(0.92) .919 
EE2 4.80(0.98) .922 
EE1 4.35(0.96) .915 
UTAUT towards ELS. 
First, the data of UTAUT toward ELS were examined with factor analysis to validate and 
reduce the data, since previous studies which examined data with factor analysis reported 
different results from the original instrument (Yoo, 2010). In addition, some researchers have 
used UTAUT to examine students’ technology acceptance in the classroom settings (Lee et al., 
2010; Park, 2009). In this study, the researchers used UTAUT toward ELS in the workplace of 
South Korea, which has not been used in the past to validate the instrument.  
Table 21 
KMO and Bartlett’s test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of sampling Adequacy .920 
Barlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 7071.079 
 Df 300 
 Sig. .000 
For this reason, PCA was applied to the data to validate and reduce the variables. An 
initial factor extraction with a varimax method was performed and three factors were remained. 
The PCA (KMO =. 920) extracted four components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and 
accounted for 69.2% of the variance (See Table 18).  To verify the four factors, PA was 
conducted. Two factors’ actual eigenvalues are greater than the average eigenvalue, generated by 
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PA (Watkins, 2010). Therefore, two factors (16 items) were eventually used to analyze the data 
in this study.  
Table 22 
Actual and Random Eigenvalues (Parallel Analysis: PA) 
Factor Actual eigenvalue Average eigenvalue Standard Dev 
1 11.947 1.5386 .0446 
2 2.874 1.4584 .0367 
3 1.350 1.3917 .0321 
4 1.130 1.3323 .0286 
Table 23 
Rotated Component Matrix  
 Component 
1 2 h² (Communality) 
AT2 .787  .717 
AT3 .776  .738 
AT4 .774  .711 
PE3 .686  .654 
PE2 .664  .637 
AT1 .656  .663 
PE4 .636  .546 
PE1 .634  .630 
EE1 .623  .643 
FC4  .723 .594 
FC2  .717 .646 
FC1  .712 .691 
SI4  .695 .749 
EE3  .629 .703 
EE2  .621 .677 
EE4  .613 .607 
Eigenvalue  11.947 2.847  
  The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of UTAUT toward ELS is 0.940, while the 
internal consistencies of the instruments vary from 0.934 to 0.940. The overall reliability of the 
instrument is very good because instruments are generally considered reliable when they have an 
alpha of .80 or higher on a scale of 0 to 1 (Rubin & Babbi, 2009).  
 
 
 
80 
Table 24 
Item Statistics and Reliability (N=327) 
Component  Item (16 items) Mean 
(Std. Deviation) 
Cronbach’s Alpha if 
item deleted 
Cronbach Alpha 
1 AT2 4.74(0.97) .935  
 
 
 
 
 
 
.940 
AT3 4.50(0.98) .934 
AT4 4.55(1.00) .935 
PE3 4.76(0.99) .934 
PE2 4.61(0.97) .935 
AT1 5.40(0.87) .935 
PE4 3.95(1.14) .940 
PE1 5.02(0.98) .935 
EE1 4.62(0.94) .934 
2 FC4 4.77(1.11) .940 
FC2 5.07(0.97) .936 
FC1 4.90(0.98) .935 
SI4 5.14(1.08) .936 
EE3 5.21(0.91) .935 
EE2 5.02(0.99) .936 
EE4 5.10(0.91) .936 
The dimensions of learning organization.  
 Since DLOQ was developed by Watkins and Marsick (1996, 2003), it has been used to 
examine the learning organizational culture in different cultural contexts (Jamali, Sidani, & 
Zouein, 2009; Kim, Lee, & Choi, 2010; Sharifirad, 2011; Song et al., 2009). Song et al., (2009) 
conducted the validation of DLOQ in the Korean context and reported that its validity and 
reliability are stable in the Korean context. However, their study sites were 11 firms in two major 
Korean conglomerates which are not from the service industry. DLOQ, instruments had not been 
validated enough in cross cultural contexts in the service industry of South Korea. 
 For this reason, a principal component analysis (PCA) of DLOQ was conducted to 
validate and reduce the variables. An initial factor extraction was done according to PCA (KMO 
= .951), and rotated according to the varimax method. See Table 25 for detailed information. The 
PCA extracted 2 components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounted for 59.9% of the 
variance. See Table 26.  
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Table 25 
KMO and Bartlett’s test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of sampling Adequacy .951 
Barlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 4864.189 
 Df 210 
 Sig. .000 
 
 The retained two factors (18 items) all consist of multiple items with loading scores that 
are greater than .60. Table 26 shows the remaining factors, which are factor 1 and factor 2.  To 
verify the two factors, parallel analysis (PA) was conducted (Watkins, 2010). PA (Horn, 1965) is 
one of the most accurate methods for determining the number of factors retained (Liu & Rijmen, 
2008; Hayton, Allen, & Scarpello, 2004), as illustrated in Table 27. Only one factor (10 items) 
was eventually used to analyze the data in this study. 
Table 26 
Actual and Random Eigenvalues (Parallel Analysis: PA) 
Factor Actual Eigenvalue Average Eigenvalue Standard Dev 
1 11.430 1.4783 .0463 
2 1.121 1.3956 .0360 
 
Reliability  
 The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of DLOQ is 0.929, while the internal 
consistencies of the instruments vary from 0.917 to 0.927. Instruments are generally considered 
reliable when they have an alpha of .80 or higher on a scale of 0 to 1 (Rubin & Babbi, 2009). 
Thus, the overall reliability of the instrument is good (See Table 28).    
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Table 27 
Component Matrix  
 Component 
1 h² (Communality) 
OL21: In my organization, leaders ensure that the organization’s actions are 
consistent with its values. 
.783 .720 
TL8: In my organization, teams/groups revise their thinking as a result of 
group discussions or information collected. 
.770 .674 
OL19: In my organization, leaders mentor and coach those they lead. .764 .706 
TL9: In my organization, teams/groups are confident that the organization 
will act on their recommendations. 
.699 .651 
IL6: In my organization, people spend time building trust with each other. .698 .582 
IL5: In my organization, whenever people state their view, they also ask 
what others think. 
.666 .509 
TL7: In my organization, teams/groups have the freedom to adapt their goals 
as needed. 
.662 .490 
OL18: My organization encourages people to get answers from across the 
organization when solving problems. 
.632 .611 
IL4: In my organization, people give open and honest feedback to each 
other. 
.614 .577 
OL20: In my organization, leaders continually look for opportunities to 
learn. 
.612 .640 
Eigenvalue 11.430  
Table 28 
Item Statistics and Reliability  
Component  Item (10 items) Mean 
(Std. Deviation) 
Cronbach’s Alpha 
if item deleted 
Cronbach Alpha 
1 Strategic leadership (O21) 4.86(1.21) .917 .929 
Team learning (T8) 4.94(1.29) .919 
Strategic leadership (O19) 4.99(1.28) .918 
Team learning (T9) 4.84(1.26) .919 
Inquiry and dialog (I6) 4.73(1.26) .922 
Inquiry and dialog (I5) 4.79(1.17) .925 
Team learning (T7) 4.74(1.36) .927 
System connection (O18) 4.84(1.27) .922 
Inquiry and dialog (I4) 4.58(1.23) .923 
Strategic leadership (O20) 4.77(1.26) .920 
 
Descriptive Statistics  
 The mean score of learning organizations was 4.81 (7 Likert-scale), factor 1 
(Identity/trust), factor 2 (Structure) of organizational climate showed a relatively high score (4.46, 
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4.76 respectively). The mean score of factor 1 and factor 2 of UTAUT toward KMS were 4.74 
and 4.69. The factor 2 (FC/EE) of ELS showed a relatively high score (5.03).   
Table 29 
Descriptive Statistics of Remained Factors (N=327) 
Mean(S.D) All Three Companies Company A Company B Company C 
     
Organizational Climate     
Factor 1 (Identity/trust) 4.46(0.76) 4.37(0.75) 4.38(0.65) 4.66(0.86) 
Factor 2 (Structure) 4.76(1.00) 4.65(1.07) 4.83(0.87) 4.80(1.08) 
Factor 3 (Warmth) 4.21(0.97) 4.13(1.01) 4.11(0.86) 4.39(1.03) 
Factor 4 (Conflict/Harmony) 4.00(0.56) 4.02(0.67) 4.11(0.50) 3.86(0.49) 
Factor 5 (Reward) 4.24(0.95) 4.36(0.94) 3.98(1.89) 4.40(0.98) 
UTAUT KMS     
Factor 1 (IU/SI) 4.73(0.87) 4.77(0.67) 4.43(0.91) 5.02(0.90) 
Factor 2 (EE) 4.69(0.82) 4.65(0.70) 4.45(0.75) 5.00(0.90) 
UTAUT ELS     
Factor 1 (AT/PE) 4.68(0.78) 4.56(0.73) 4.65(0.74) 4.84(0.78) 
Factor 2 (FC/EE) 5.03(0.78) 5.16(0.82) 4.82(0.67) 5.13(0.81) 
Learning Organization      
Factor 1 (I, T, O) 4.81(0.98) 4.78(0.85) 4.63(0.96) 5.04(1.08) 
 
Hypotheses Testing Based on the Overall Data   
All hypotheses were supported by the overall data from three companies in this study and 
the results of each hypothesis were examined in the following:  
H1: There is a positive relationship between employees’ perceptions of 
organizational climate and the perceived dimensions of learning organizations in Korean 
companies.  
Table 30 shows the correlations between perceived organizational climate and the 
dimensions of learning organizations. Factor 1 (Identity/trust) (r=.613, p <0.01), factor 
5(Reward) (r=.485, p <0.01), factor 3 (Warmth) (r=.313, p <0.01), and factor 2 (Structure) 
(r=.296, p <0.01) of organizational climate are positively linked with the learning organization 
while factor 4 (Harmony) (r=-.159, p <0.01) of organizational climate is negatively linked with 
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the learning organization. In particular, the correlation coefficient between factor 1 
(Identity/trust) of organizational climate and the learning organization is relatively high (greater 
than .50) (Cohen, 1988) and statistically significant.  
Table 30 
Correlations Between Organizational Climate and the Learning Organization 
 Learning 
Organization 
Identity/trust Structure Warmth Conflict(Harmony) Reward 
Learning 
Organization 
1      
Identity/trust .613** 1     
Structure .297** .309** 1    
Warmth .313** .390** .362** 1   
Conflict/Harmony -.159** -.273** -.020 -.113* 1  
Reward 485** .666** .216** .206** -.277** 1 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 Thus, H1 was supported by the results that there is a positive relationship between 
employees’ perceived organizational climate and the perceived dimensions of learning 
organizations in Korean companies. 
H2: Employees’ perceived organizational climate affects their perceptions of 
learning organizations in Korean companies.  
As Table 31 showed, factor 1 (Identity/trust), factor 2 (Structure), and factor 5 (Reward) 
affected the learning organization (F=43.223, df =5,321, p<.001).  
Table 31 
How Organizational Climate Affects the Learning Organization  
 Beta t Sig. Df F R² 
1.Constant  1.287 .199 5,321 43.223 .402 
Factor 1 (Identity/trust) .463 7.401 .000** 
Factor 2 (Structure) .096 2.024 .044* 
Factor 3 (Warmth) .070 1.423 .156 
Factor 4 (Conflict/Harmony) .018 .387 .699 
Factor 5 (Reward) .146 2.492 .013* 
a. Independent variable:  factor 1, factor 2, factor 3, factor 4, factor 5 of organizational climate 
b. Dependent variable: learning organization 
c. *p<.05  **p<.001 
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In particular, factor 1 (Identity/trust) significantly affected the learning organization 
(Beta = 0.463). In short, employees who have felt a strong identity as a member of their 
organizations and had felt trust in the workplace contributed to a positive learning organization.  
Thus, H2 was supported by the results that employees’ perceived organizational climate affects 
their perceptions of learning organizations in Korean companies. 
H3: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of KMS.  
A canonical correlation analysis was conducted using the five organizational climate 
variables as predictors of the three KMS acceptance variables to evaluate the multivariate shared 
relationship between the two variable sets. 
The initial consideration is to evaluate the full canonical model and to evaluate the data 
for statistical significance with multivariate tests, such as Wilk’s lambda (λ), as it tends to have 
the most general applicability (Sherry & Henson, 2005). The full model was statistically 
significant, with a Wilk’s  λ of .534, F(15, 881.02) = 14.97, p<.001. An overall effect of 1-.534 
= .466 (Rc²) was shown.   Accordingly, the null hypothesis can be rejected that there was no 
relationship between the variable sets and concluded that there probably was a relationship.  
Table 32 
Canonical Solution for Organizational Climate Predicting KMS for Functions 1  
 Function 1 
Variable Coef rs rs² (%) 
KMS Factor 1 (AT, EE) 0.589 0.914 83.5 
KMS Factor 2 (SI) 0.588 0.916 83.9 
KMS Factor 3 (IU) -0.115 0.673 45.3 
Rc²   41.7 
OC Factor 1 (Identity/trust) 0.638 0.948 83.9 
OC Factor 2 (Structure) 0.170 0.480 23.0 
OC Factor 3 (Warmth) 0.147 0.522 27.2 
OC Factor 4 (Conflict/Harmony) -0.080 -0.348 12.1 
OC Factor 5 (Reward) 0.268 0.782 61.2 
Note. Structure coefficients (rs) greater than |.45| are underlined. Coef = standardized canonical function coefficient; 
rs = structure coefficient; rs² = squared structure coefficient 
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To interpret those functions that explain a reasonable amount of variance between the 
variable sets, the function 1 (41.7%) was selected because the second, third and fourth functions, 
which explained less than 10% of the variance in their functions (5.9%, and 2%, respectively), 
were sufficiently weak so as to not warrant interpretation.  
The canonical redundancy analysis (see Table 33) showed that the first pair of canonical 
variables is not a good overall predictor of the opposite set of variables, the proportions of 
variance explained being .296 and .178. However, H4 was supported by canonical redundancy 
analysis.    
Table 33 
Redundancy Analysis  
 
 
In order to look into the predictive power of each factor, the squared multiple correlations 
were examined after testing hypothesis 3 (H3), which stated that employees’ perceptions of 
organizational climate affect their use of KMS. Table 34 shows that the squared multiple 
correlations indicate that the first canonical variable of the technology acceptance toward KMS 
has some predictive power for factor 1 (0.349) and factor 2 (0.350). The first canonical variable 
 Standardized Variance of the UTAUT KMS explained by 
Canonical 
Function  
Their own canonical variables                    The opposite canonical variables 
Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 
Canonical R² Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
1 0.709 0.709 0.418 0.296 0.296 
             Standardized Variance of the organizational climate explained by 
Canonical 
Function  
Their own canonical variables               The opposite canonical  
variables 
Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 
Canonical R² Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
1 0.427 0.427 0.418 0.178 0.178 
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of the organizational climate is a fairly good predictor of factor 1 (0.375), a poorer predictor of 
factor 5 (0.255) and nearly useless for predicting factor 3 (0.114) and factor 4 (0.051).   
Table 34 
The Squared Multiple Correlations 
Squared Multiple Correlations Between the 
Technology Acceptance toward KMS and the First 
M Canonical Variables of the organizational climate  
Squared Multiple Correlations Between the 
organizational climate and the First M Canonical 
Variables of  the Technology Acceptance toward 
KMS 
M 1 M 1 
KMSfactor1 0.349 OCfactor1     0.375 
KMSfactor2 0.350 OCfactor2 0.096 
KMSfactor3 0.189 OCfactor3      0.114 
  OCfactor4 0.051 
  OCfactor5 0.255 
 
H4: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS.  
A canonical correlation analysis was conducted using the five organizational climate 
variables as predictors of the three ELS acceptance variables to evaluate the multivariate shared 
relationship between the two variable sets. The analysis yielded three functions with squared 
canonical correlations (R²c ) of .32, .04, and .02 for each successive function. Collectively, the 
full model across all functions was statistically significant using the Wilks’s λ= .64 criterion, F 
(15, 881.02) = 10.43, p <.001. Because Wilks’s λrepresents the variance unexplained by the 
model, 1 – λyields the full model effect size in an r2 metric. Thus, for the set of three canonical 
functions, the r2 type effect size was .36, which indicates that the full model explained a 
substantial portion, about 36%, of the variance shared between the variable sets. The dimension 
reduction analysis allows the researcher to test the hierarchal arrangement of functions for 
statistical significance. Given the effects for each function, only the first function (32.1%) was 
considered noteworthy in the context of this study. The last two functions only explained 3.94% 
and 2.34%, respectively, of the remaining variance in the variable sets after the extraction of the 
prior functions.  
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Table 35 presents the standardized canonical function coefficients, structure coefficients, 
and the squared structure coefficients for Functions 1. Looking at the Function 1 coefficients, 
one sees that relevant criterion variables were primarily factor 1 (PE/AT), factor 2 (SI/FC), and 
factor 3 (IU), and these variables contributed to the synthetic criterion variable. This conclusion 
was supported by the squared structure coefficients. These technology acceptances toward ELS 
variables also tended to have the larger canonical function coefficients.  
Regarding the predictor variable set in Function 1, OC factor 1 (Identity/trust) and OC factor 5 
(Reward) variables were the primary contributors to the predictor synthetic variable, with a 
secondary contribution by OC factor 2 (Structure).  
Table 35 
Canonical Solution for organizational climate predicting ELS for Functions 1  
 Function 1 
Variable Coef rs rs² (%) 
ELS factor 1(PE/AT) 0.580 0.925 85.6 
ELS factor 2(SI/FC) 0.521 0.905 81.9 
ELS factor 3(IU) -0.012 0.709 50.3 
Rc²   32.1 
OC Factor 1 (Identity/trust) 0.684 0.918 84.3 
OC Factor 2 (Structure) 0.351 0.600 36.0 
OC Factor 3 (Warmth) -0.046 0.389 15.1 
OC Factor 4 (Conflict/Harmony) 0.113 -0.148 21.9 
OC Factor 5 (Reward) 0.261 0.752 56.6 
Note. Structure coefficients (rs) greater than |.45| are underlined. Coef = standardized canonical function coefficient; 
rs = structure coefficient; rs² = squared structure coefficient 
The canonical redundancy analysis (see Table 36) shows that the first pair of canonical 
variables is not a good overall predictor of the opposite set of variables, the proportions of 
variance explained being .233 and .125. However, H4 was supported by canonical redundancy 
analysis, which is that employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS.  
In order to look into the predictive power of each factor, the squared multiple correlations were 
examined after testing hypothesis 4 (H4), and found to support the hypothesis that employees’ 
perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS.  
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Table 36 
Redundancy Analysis  
 
 
Table 37 shows that the squared multiple correlations indicate that the first canonical 
variable of technology acceptance has some predictive power for factor 1(0.275) and factor 2 
(0.263). The first canonical variable of the organizational climate is a fairly good predictor of 
factor 1(0.270), a poorer predictor of factor 2 (0.116) and factor 5 (0.182) and nearly useless for 
predicting factor 3 (0.049), and factor 4 (0.007).   
Table 37 
The Squared Multiple Correlations 
Squared Multiple Correlations Between the 
Technology Acceptance toward ELS and the First M 
Canonical Variables of the organizational climate  
Squared Multiple Correlations Between the 
organizational climate and the First M Canonical 
Variables of  the Technology Acceptance toward ELS 
M 1  M 1  
ELS factor1 0.275 OCfactor1     0.270 
ELS factor2 0.263 OCfactor2 0.116 
ELS factor3 0.161 OCfactor3      0.049 
  OCfactor4 0.007 
  OCfactor5 0.182 
 
 Standardized Variance of the UTAUT ELS explained by 
Canonical 
Function  
Their own canonical variables                    The opposite canonical variables 
Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 
Canonical R² Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
1 0.726 0.726 0.321 0.233 0.233 
             Standardized Variance of the organizational climate explained by 
Canonical 
Function  
Their own canonical variables                    The opposite canonical variables 
Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 
Canonical R² Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
1 0.388 0.388 0.321 0.125 0.125 
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H5: Employees’ use and perceptions on KMS influence the perceived dimensions of        
a learning organization. 
Employees’ use and perceptions on KMS as an independent variable affects the learning 
organization and is statistically significant (R²=.273). Results show that factor 1 (SI/IU), and 
factor 2 (EE) influence the perceived dimensions of a learning organization. Thus, H5 was 
supported by the results. See Table 38 for detailed information.  
Table 38 
Regression Model 
Model Beta t Sig. df F R² 
(Constant)  5.71 .000 3,323 40.50 .273 
KMS Factor 1 0.310 4.34 .000** 
KMS Factor 2 0.307 4.40 .000** 
KMS Factor 3 -0.063 -0.90 0.367 
a. Predictors: (Constant), KMS factor 1, 2, 3 
b. Dependent Variable: Learning Organization 
 
H6: Employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence the perceived dimensions of         
a learning organization.  
Employees’ use and perceptions on ELS as an independent variable affects the learning 
organization (R²=.214). In particular, factor 1 (PE/AT) and factor 2 (FC/EE) influence the 
perceived dimensions of a learning organization. Thus, H6 was supported by the results (See 
Table 39).  
Table 39 
Regression Model 
Model Beta t Sig. df F R² 
(Constant)  7.01 .000 3,323 29.26  .214 
ELS Factor 1 .220 3.14 .006* 
ELS Factor 2 .344 4.54 .000** 
ELS Factor 3 -.083 -1.16 .179 
a. Predictors: (Constant), ELS factor 1, 2, 3 
b. Dependent Variable: Learning Organization 
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Figure 4. The results of hypotheses testing from three companies  
 
Summary 
 The results of the statistical analyses of the data (N=327) obtained from three Korean 
companies are as follows: among nine dimensions of organizational climate, only five 
dimensions showed acceptable and the five dimensions were factor 1 (Identity), factor 2 
(Structure), factor 3 (Warmth), factor 4 (Harmony), and factor 5 (Reward). About the UTAUT 
toward KMS, only two factors were accepted as KMS factor 1 (IU/SI) and KMS factor 2 (EE). 
In addition, UTAUT toward ELS showed the two factors that include ELS factor 1 (AT/PE) and 
ELS factor 2 (FC/EE). There was only one factor that included individual, team, and 
organizational levels about the learning organization.  
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All six hypotheses were supported by the data analyses. The first hypothesis (H1), which 
was regarding the relationship between employees’ perceptions of organizational climate and 
their perceptions of the learning organization, was confirmed. The second hypothesis (H2) was 
confirmed to show that employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affects their 
perceptions of learning organizations in three Korean companies. The third hypothesis (H3) was 
confirmed by the results of CCA, which is that employees’ perceptions of organizational climate 
affect their use of KMS. The fourth hypothesis (H4) was confirmed by the results that 
employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS. The fifth hypothesis 
(H5) was tested and the results showed that employees’ use and perceptions of KMS did not 
influence their perceptions of a learning organization. In addition, the sixth hypothesis (H6) was 
supported by evidence that employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence the perceived 
dimensions of a learning organization. 
 
Testing Hypotheses in Individual Companies 
 First, a total of 80 datasets from each company were selected to secure random sampling 
with SPSS. The datasets from each company were examined to test the six hypotheses of this 
study.   
Company A. 
Of 80 completed datasets, 34 were completed by males (42.5%), 29 by females (36.3%) 
and 17 (21.3%) showed no indication of completion by males or females. 32 (40.0%) 
participants were in their thirties, 18 (22.5%) in their forties, and 12 (15.0%) were in their 
twenties. 17 (21.3%) did not reveal their ages. Twenty-four (30.0%) participants had work 
experiences of between 1 and 5 years, 12 (15.0%) between 6 and 10 years, 11 (13.8%) between 
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11 and 15 years, 11 (13.8%) between 16 and 20 years, and 5 (6.3%) had work experiences of less 
than 1 year in the companies while 17 (21.3%) participants did not indicate their work 
experiences in their companies. Twenty-three (28.8%) employees worked in sales/marketing, 22 
(27.5%) in supporting departments such as human resource, accounting, finance, and 7 (8.8%) in 
research, while 17 (21.3%) participants did not indicate their jobs in the companies. Fifteen 
participants (18.8%) were assistant managers, 24 (30.0%) managers, 13 (16.3%) senior 
managers, and 9 (11.3%) were supervisors (directors) in the companies while 18 (22.5%) 
participants did not indicate their positions.  Over half of the participants (60.0%) hold 
bachelors’ degrees, and 11 (13.8%) hold Masters degrees, while 18 (22.5%) participants did not 
indicate their education levels.  These demographics are shown in Table 40. 
Forty-four (55.0%) participants spent 1-10 hours and 12 (15.0%) participants spent 11-20 
hours in work-related learning per month. Seventeen (21.3%) participants responded that they 
did not use KMS at all and 27 (46.3%) participants answered that they spent 1-10 hours using 
KMS per month. In regards to e-learning courses, 18 (22.5%) participants responded that they 
take less than 1 course per month and 18 (22.5%) responded that they did not take e-learning at 
all. See Table 41 for detailed information.  
Perceived Organizational Climate. 
The PCA extracted 15 components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounted for 
78.9% of the variance. Of the 15 factors extracted, all consist of multiple items with loading 
scores that are greater than .60. To verify the five factors, parallel analysis (PA) was conducted 
(Horn, 1965) and only five factors’ actual eigenvalues were greater than that generated by PA 
(the average criteria). Therefore, only five factors (11 items) were eventually used to analyze the 
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data in this study (Watkins, 2010).  The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of LSOCQ is 
0.726.  
Table 40 
Descriptive Statistics of Participant Demographic Information for Company A 
  Frequency 
 
Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Gender Male  34 42.5 54.0 54.0 
Female 29 36.3 46.0 100.0 
Missing 17 21.3 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
Age  Less than 20 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
20 – 29 12 15.0 19.0 19.0 
30 – 39 32 40.0 50.8 69.8 
40 – 49 18 22.5 28.6 98.4 
Over 50  1 1.3 1.6 100.0 
Missing 17 21.3 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
Work 
experience 
Less than 1 year 5 6.3 7.9 7.9 
1 – 5 years 24 30.0 38.1 46.0 
6 – 10 years 12 15.0 19.0 65.1 
11 – 15 years 11 13.8 17.5 82.5 
16 – 20 years 11 13.8 17.5 100.0 
Over 20 years 0 0.0 0.0  
Missing 17 21.3 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
Job function Sales/ Marketing 23 28.8 37.1 37.1 
Product/ Technician 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Support 22 27.5 35.5 72.6 
Research 7 8.8 11.3 83.9 
Service 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Others 10 12.5 16.1 100.0 
Missing 18 22.5 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
Position Employee 1 1.3 1.3 1.3 
Assistant Manager 15 18.8 18.8 20.1 
Manager 24 30.0 30.0 50.1 
Senior manager 13 16.3 16.3 66.4 
Supervisor 9 11.3 11.3 77.7 
Missing 18 22.5 100.0 100.0 
Total 80 100.0   
Education 
Level 
High school graduate  0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Certificate or associates 
degree   
2 2.5 3.2 3.2 
Undergraduate degree                 48 60.0 77.4 80.6 
Graduate degree (Master) 11 13.8 17.7 98.4 
Ph.D. 1 1.3 1.6 100.0 
Missing 18 22.5 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
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Table 41 
Descriptive Statistics of Participant Learning Hours, Usage of KMS and ELS for Company A 
  Frequency 
 
Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Work-related 
learning hours 
per month 
Not at all       5 6.3 6.3 6.3 
1-10 hours  44 55.0 55.0 61.3 
11-20 hours  12 15.0 15.0 76.3 
21-30 hours 1 1.3 1.3 77.6 
31-40 hours 0 0.0 1.3 78.9 
More than 41 hours  1 1.3 0.0 100.0 
Missing 17 21.3 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
Usage hours of 
KMS per month 
Not at all       17 21.3 28.3 28.3 
1-10 hours  27 46.3 61.7 90.0 
11-20 hours  5 6.3 8.3 98.3 
21-30 hours 0 0.0 0.0 98.3 
31-40 hours 0 0.0 0.0 98.3 
More than 41 hours  1 1.3 1.0 100.0 
Missing 20 25.0 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
E-learning 
Course  per 
month 
Not at all       18 22.5 43.9 43.9 
Less than 1 course  18 22.5 43.9 87.8 
1 course 4 5.0 9.8 97.6 
2 or 3 courses 1 1.3 2.4 100.0 
4 or 5 courses 0 0.0 100.0  
More than 6 courses 0 0.0   
Missing 39 48.8   
Total 80 100.0   
Usage 
frequency of 
KMS 
Not at all       2 2.5 4.9 4.9 
About once a week        22 27.5 53.7 58.5 
2 or 3 times a week          15 18.8 36.6 95.1 
4±6 times a week        2 2.5 4.9 100.0 
About once a day 0 0.0 100.0  
More than once a day 0 0.0   
Missing 39 48.8   
Total 80 100.0   
Usage 
frequency of 
ELS 
Not at all       4 5.0 9.8 9.8 
About once a week        18 22.5 43.9 53.7 
2 or 3 times a week          14 17.5 34.1 87.8 
4±6 times a week        3 3.8 7.3 95.1 
About once a day 0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
More than once a day 2 2.5 4.9  
Missing 39 48.8 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
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Table 42 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company A 
 Component 
1 2 3 4 5 h² (Communality) 
I49 .822     .857 
I47 .796     .879 
S34  .743    .750 
W27  .682    .823 
W30  .635    .805 
CF44   .778   .828 
S33   .773   .880 
RP14    .810  .829 
RP15    .753  .716 
ST3     .862 .861 
ST1     .614 .701 
Eigenvalue 9.909 5.652 3.829 3.132 3.132  
Table 43 
Descriptive Statistics (N=80) for Company A 
Component  Mean Std. Deviation 
1 I49 4.27 0.95 
I47 4.70 0.98 
S34 4.40 0.95 
2 W27 4.90 0.95 
W30 4.10 1.08 
3 CF44 3.86 0.95 
S33 4.06 1.18 
4 RP14 3.68 1.05 
RP15 4.25 1.23 
5 ST3 5.08 0.81 
ST1 5.00 0.95 
UTAUT Towards KMS. 
 The PCA extracted 5 components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounted for 
74.7% of the variance. Of the 5 factors extracted, only three factors (14 items) were used for 
further analysis based on the results of PA (Table 44).   
The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of UTAUT toward KMS is 0.936, while the 
internal consistencies of the instruments vary from 0.928 to 0.935. The overall reliability of the 
instrument is very good because instruments are generally considered reliable when they have an 
alpha of .80 or higher on a scale of 0 to 1 (Rubin & Babbi, 2009).  
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Table 44 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company A 
 Component 
1 2 3 h² (Communality) 
AT3 .843   .762 
AT2 .834   .777 
AT4 .735   .743 
SI2 .708   .676 
FC1 .673   .793 
PE4 .601   .654 
EE2  .858  .877 
EE4  .850  .820 
EE3  .737  .879 
EE1  .688  .788 
SI3   .845 .727 
SI1   .825 .797 
PE2   .679 .842 
PE1   .640 .808 
Eigenvalue  9.952 3.725 2.171  
Table 45 
Item Statistics and Reliability (N=80) for Company A 
Component  Item (14 items) Mean 
(Std. Deviation) 
Cronbach’s Alpha if 
item deleted 
Cronbach Alpha 
1 AT3 4.33(1.03) .929 .936 
AT2 4.51(1.00) .931 
AT4 4.43(0.83) .928 
SI2 4.65(1.02) .929 
FC1 4.99(1.05) .931 
PE4 3.95(0.98) .934 
2 EE2 4.97(1.05) .931 
EE4 5.01(0.92) .931 
EE3 5.17(0.93) .934 
EE1 4.57(0.92) .932 
3 SI3 4.89(1.12) .935 
SI1 4.97(0.84). .933 
PE2 4.53(0.97) .934 
PE1 4.94(1.01) .935 
UTAUT Towards ELS. 
First, the data of UTAUT toward ELS were examined with factor analysis. An initial 
factor extraction with the varimax method was performed and five factors remained. The PCA 
(KMO =. 734) extracted five components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounted for 
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78.9% of the variance. To verify the five factors, PA was conducted (Watkins, 2010). Therefore, 
three factors (13 items) were eventually used to analyze the data in this study (See Table 43).  
The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of UTAUT toward ELS is 0.926, while the 
internal consistencies of the instruments vary from 0.916 to 0.925. Instruments are generally 
considered reliable when they have an alpha of .80 or higher on a scale of 0 to 1 (Rubin & Babbi, 
2009). Thus, the overall reliability of the instrument is good (See Table 47).    
Table 46 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company A 
 Component 
1 2 3 h² (Communality) 
AT2 .860   .880 
AT3 .788   .837 
EE1 .730   .756 
EE3 .713   .852 
AT1 .657   .759 
SI3  .825  .801 
FC1  .736  .797 
PE3  .697  .750 
SI2  .684  .781 
AT4  .669  .808 
FC4   .894 .804 
FC2   .720 .822 
SI4   .661 .809 
Eigenvalue  11.450 3.511 1.916  
  
The Dimensions of Learning Organization. 
 An initial factor extraction was done according to PCA (KMO = .868), and rotated 
according to the varimax method. The PCA extracted 5 components with eigenvalues greater 
than 1.00 and accounted for 69.0% of the variance.  
 
Table 47 
Item Statistics and Reliability (N=80) for Company A  
Component  Item (13 items) Mean Cronbach’s Alpha if Cronbach Alpha 
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(Std. Deviation) item deleted 
1 AT2 4.51(1.00) .920 0.926 
AT3 4.33(1.03) .916 
EE1 4.57(0.92) .920 
EE3 5.17(0.93) .920 
AT1 5.29(0.95) .917 
2 SI3 4.89(1.12) .925 
FC1 4.99(1.05) .915 
PE3 4.54(0.97) .920 
SI2 4.65(1.02) .918 
AT4 4.43(0.83) .917 
3 FC4 5.11(1.05) .931 
FC2 5.23(1.04) .917 
SI4 5.35(1.07) .920 
Among five components, only 1 factor was used for further analyses after PA was 
conducted (Watkins, 2010). Factor 1 consists of multiple items (9 items) with loading scores that 
are greater than .60. Interestingly, all 9 items are related to the organizational level of learning 
organizations. See Table 48 for detailed information. 
Table 48 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company A 
 Component 
1 h² (Communality) 
OL20: In my organization, leaders continually look for opportunities to 
learn. 
.762 .767 
OL19: In my organization, leaders mentor and coach those they lead. .737 .751 
OL16: My organization encourages people to think from a global 
perspective. 
.728 .644 
OL14: My organization gives people control over the resources they need 
to accomplish their work. 
.703 .793 
OL18: My organization encourages people to get answers from across the 
organization when solving problems. 
.680 .702 
OL15: My organization supports employees who take calculated risks. .674 .694 
OL17: My organization works together with the outside community to 
meet mutual needs. 
.658 .732 
OL13 My organization recognizes people for taking initiative. .647 .602 
OL21 In my organization, leaders ensure that the organization’s actions 
are consistent with its values. 
.600 .647 
Eigenvalue 9.170  
 
 The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of DLOQ is 0.915, while the internal 
consistencies of the instruments vary from 0.902 to 0.910. Instruments are generally considered 
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reliable when they have an alpha of .80 or higher on a scale of 0 to 1 (Rubin & Babbi, 2009). 
Thus, the overall reliability of the instrument is good (See Table 49).    
Table 49 
Item Statistics and reliability for Company A 
Component  Item (9 items) Mean 
 (Std. Deviation) 
Cronbach’s Alpha 
if item deleted 
Cronbach Alpha 
1 Strategic leadership (OL20) 4.81(1.24) .903 .915 
Strategic leadership (OL19) 4.94(1.21) .906 
System connection (OL16) 4.72(1.29) .903 
Empowerment (OL14) 4.80(1.09) .902 
System connection (OL18) 4.89(1.19) .903 
Empowerment (OL15) 4.30(1.35) .908 
System connection (OL17) 4.96(1.23) .910 
Empowerment (OL13) 5.35(1.07) .908 
Strategic leadership (OL21) 4.82(1.23) .906 
Hypotheses Testing for Company A.  
 
The following hypotheses were tested as following:   
H1: There is a positive relationship between employees’ perceived organizational 
climate and the perceived dimensions of learning organizations in Korean company A. 
Table 50 shows the correlations between perceived organizational climate and the 
learning organization. Factor 1 (Identity) (r=.604, p <0.01), factor 2 (Warmth) (r=.338, p <0.01), 
and factor 5 (Structure) (r=.471, p <0.01) of organizational climate are positively linked with 
learning organizations while factor 4 (Responsibility) (r=-.261, p <0.01) of organizational 
climate is negatively linked with the learning organization. In particular, the correlation 
coefficient between factor 1 (Identity) of organizational climate and the learning organization is 
relatively high (greater than .50) (Cohen, 1988) and statistically significant.  
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Thus, H1 was supported by the results that there is a positive relationship between 
employees’ perceived organizational climate and the perceived dimensions of learning 
organizations in Korean company A. 
Table 50 
Correlations Between Organizational Climate and the Learning Organization 
 Learning 
Organization 
Identity Warmth Conflict/harmony Responsibility Structure 
Learning 
Organization 
1      
Identity .604** 1     
Warmth .338** .147 1    
Conflict/harmony .151 .069 .311** 1   
Responsibility -.261* -.457** -.102 -.002 1  
Structure .471** .566** .236* -.038 -.261* 1 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
H2: Employees’ perceived organizational climate affects their perceptions of learning 
organizations in Korean company A.  
As Table 51 showed, employees’ perceived organizational climate affected the learning 
organization (F=8.582, df =5.74, p<.001).  In particular, factor 5 (Structure) significantly 
affected the learning organization (Beta = 0.91). In short, the structure of company A affected a 
positive learning organization.  Thus, H2 was supported by the results that employees’ perceived 
organizational climate affects their perceptions of learning organizations in Korean company A. 
Table 51 
How Organizational Climate Affects the Learning Organization  
 Beta t Sig. Df F R² 
1.Constant  .717 .476 5,74 8.582** .367 
Factor 1 (Identity) .197 1.828 .072 
Factor 2 (Warmth) .194 1.801 .076 
Factor 3 (Conflict/harmony) .207 1.972 .052 
Factor 4 (Responsibility) -.068 -.713 .478 
Factor 5 (Structure) .291 2.715 .008* 
a. Independent variable:  factor 1, factor 2, factor 3, factor 4, factor 5 of organizational climate 
b. Dependent variable: learning organization 
c. *p<.05  **p<.001 
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H3: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of KMS.  
A canonical correlation analysis was conducted using the five organizational climate 
variables as predictors of the three KMS acceptance variables to evaluate the multivariate shared 
relationship between the two variable sets. 
The initial consideration was to evaluate the full canonical model. To evaluate for 
statistical significance with multivariate tests, Wilk’s lambda (λ), was used, as it tends to have 
the most general applicability (Sherry & Henson, 2005). The full model was statistically 
significant, with a Wilk’s  λ of .539, F(15, 199.16) = 3.33, p<.001. An overall effect of 1-.539 
= .461 (Rc²) was shown.   Accordingly, the null hypothesis can be rejected that there was no 
relationship between the variable sets and concluded that there probably was a relationship.  
To interpret those functions that explain a reasonable amount of variance between the 
variable sets, the function 1 (37.4%) which explained more than 10% of the variance was 
sufficiently strong so as to warrant interpretation. See Table 52.  
Table 52 
Canonical Solution for Organizational Climate Predicting KMS for Functions 1  
 Function 1 
Variable Coef rs rs² (%) 
KMS Factor 1 (AT, EE) 0.427 0.831 69.1 
KMS Factor 2 (SI) 0.568 0.890 79.2 
KMS Factor 3 (IU) 0.193 0.726 52.7 
Rc²   37.4 
OC Factor 1 (Identity/trust) 0.506 0.807 65.1 
OC Factor 2 (Structure) 0.023 0.388 15.1 
OC Factor 3 (Warmth) 0.449 0.694 48.2 
OC Factor 4 (Harmony) -0.265 -0.136 1.85 
OC Factor 5 (Reward) 0.397 0.580 33.6 
Note. Structure coefficients (rs) greater than |.45| are underlined. Coef = standardized canonical function coefficient; 
rs = structure coefficient; rs² = squared structure coefficient 
The canonical redundancy analysis (see Table 53) showed that the first pair of canonical 
variables is not a good overall predictor of the opposite set of variables, the proportions of 
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variance explained being .250 and .123. However, H4 was supported by canonical redundancy 
analysis.    
Table 53 
Redundancy Analysis  
 
Table 54 shows that the squared multiple correlations indicate that the first canonical 
variable of the technology acceptance toward KMS has some predictive power for factor 2 
(0.296) and factor 1 (0.258). The first canonical variable of the organizational climate is a 
predictor of factor 1 (0.243) and nearly useless for predicting factor 2 (0.056) and factor 4 
(0.007).   
Table 54 
The Squared Multiple Correlations 
Squared Multiple Correlations Between the 
Technology Acceptance toward KMS and the First 
M Canonical Variables of the organizational climate  
Squared Multiple Correlations Between the 
organizational climate and the First M Canonical 
Variables of  the Technology Acceptance toward 
KMS 
M 1   M 1 
KMSfactor1 0.258 OCfactor1     0.243 
KMSfactor2 0.296 OCfactor2 0.056 
KMSfactor3 0.197 OCfactor3      0.180 
  OCfactor4 0.007 
  OCfactor5 0.130 
 
H4: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS.  
 Standardized Variance of the UTAUT KMS explained by 
Canonical 
Function  
Their own canonical variables                    The opposite canonical variables 
Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 
Canonical R² Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
1 0.670 0.670 0.374 0.250 0.250 
             Standardized Variance of the organizational climate explained by 
Canonical 
Function  
Their own canonical variables                    The opposite canonical variables 
Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 
Canonical R² Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
1 0.330 0.330 0.374 0.123 0.123 
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A canonical correlation analysis was conducted using the five organizational climate 
variables as predictors of the three ELS acceptance variables to evaluate the multivariate shared 
relationship between the two variable sets. 
The initial consideration is to evaluate the full canonical model. To evaluate for statistical 
significance with multivariate tests, Wilk’s lambda (λ), was again used, as it tends to have the 
most general applicability (Sherry & Henson, 2005). The full model was statistically significant, 
with a Wilk’s  λ of .505, F(15, 199.16) = 3.73, p<.001. An overall effect of 1-.505 = .495 (Rc²) 
was shown.   Accordingly, the null hypothesis can be rejected that there was no relationship 
between the variable sets and we can conclude that there probably was a relationship.  
To interpret those functions that explain a reasonable amount of variance between the 
variable sets, the function 1 (37.4%), function 2 (21.3%), and function 3 (12.2%), which 
explained more than 10% of the variance were sufficiently strong so as to warrant interpretation. 
See Table 55.  
Table 55 
Canonical Solution for organizational climate predicting KMS for Function 1, 2, and 3  
 Function 1 Function 2 Function 3 
Variable Coef rs rs² (%)       
ELS Factor 1  -0.893 -0.0175  0.899 0.9801  -0.521 -0.1980  
ELS Factor 2  1.301 0.7459  -0.062 0.6455  -0.423 -0.1642  
ELS Factor 3  0.053 0.2590  0.239 0.6640  1.18 0.7015  
Rc²   26.9   21.3   12.2 
OC Factor 1 (Identity/trust) -0.592 -0.0420  0.709 0.7640  -0.588 -0.5139  
OC Factor 2 (Structure) 0.196 0.2360  -0.718 0.2275  0.209 0.3425  
OC Factor 3 (Warmth) 1.006 0.8221  -0.093 0.2559  -0.397 -0.5082  
OC Factor 4 (Harmony) 0.053 0.2662  -0.302 -0.2510  -0.047 -0.0284  
OC Factor 5 (Reward) 0.240 0.3683  0.687 0.6843  0.7181 0.5893  
Note. Structure coefficients (rs) greater than |.45| are underlined. Coef = standardized canonical function coefficient; 
rs = structure coefficient; rs² = squared structure coefficient 
The canonical redundancy analysis (see Table 56) showed that the first pair of canonical 
variables is not a good overall predictor of the opposite set of variables, the proportions of 
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variance explained being 0.056 and 0.051. However, H4 was supported by canonical redundancy 
analysis.    
Table 56 
Redundancy Analysis  
 
 
Table 57 shows that the squared multiple correlations indicate that the first canonical 
variable of the technology acceptance toward KMS has a poor predictor of factor 2 (0.149) and is 
nearly useless for predicting factor 1 (0.0001) and factor 3 (0.018). The first canonical variable 
of the organizational climate is a poor predictor of factor 3 (0.182) and the others are nearly 
useless for predicting factor 1 (0.005), factor 2 (0.015), factor 4 (0.019) and factor 5 (0.037). 
Table 57 
The Squared Multiple Correlations 
Squared Multiple Correlations Between 
the Technology Acceptance toward KMS and the 
First M Canonical Variables of the organizational 
climate  
 Squared Multiple Correlations Between 
the organizational climate and the First M 
Canonical Variables of  the Technology 
Acceptance toward KMS 
M 1 2 3  M 1 2 3 
ELSfactor1 0.0001 0.2045 0.2093  OCfactor1     0.0005 0.1247 0.1569 
ELSfactor2 0.1499 0.2386 0.2419  OCfactor2 0.0150 0.0260 0.0403 
ELSfactor3 0.0181 0.1119 0.1719  OCfactor3      0.1821 0.1961 0.2275 
     OCfactor4 0.0191 0.0325 0.0326 
     OCfactor5 0.0366 0.1362 0.1786 
 Standardized Variance of the UTAUT KMS explained by 
Canonical 
Function  
Their own canonical variables                    The opposite canonical variables 
Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 
Canonical R² Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
1 0.208 0.208 0.270 0.056 0.056 
2 0.606 0.814 0.213 0.129 0.185 
3 0.186 1.000 0.123 0.023 0.208 
             Standardized Variance of the organizational climate explained by 
Canonical 
Function  
Their own canonical variables                    The opposite canonical variables 
Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 
Canonical R² Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
1 0.188 0.188 0.270 0.051 0.051 
2 0.246 0.434 0.213 0.053 0.103 
3 0.198 0.632 0.122 0.024 0.127 
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H5: Employees’ use and perceptions on KMS influence the perceived dimensions of        
a learning organization. 
As Table 58 showed, employees’ perceived organizational climate affected the learning 
organization (F=5.014, df =3,76, p<.05). In particular, factor 3 (SI/PE) significantly affected the 
learning organization (Beta = .359). In short, the structure of company A affected a positive 
learning organization.  Thus, H5 was supported by the results that employees’ perceptions on 
KMS affected their perceptions of learning organizations in Korean company A. 
Table 58 
How Employees’ Perceptions on KMS Affect the Learning Organization  
 Beta t Sig. Df F R² 
1.Constant  2.903 .005 3,76 5.014** .165 
KMS Factor 1 (AT) .904   .701 .486 
KMS Factor 2 (EE) -.023 -.174 .862 
KMS Factor 3 (SI/PE) .359 2.685 .009* 
a. Independent variable:  factor 1, factor 2, factor 3 of KMS acceptance 
b. Dependent variable: learning organization 
c. *p<.05  **p<.001 
H6: Employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence the perceived dimensions of         
a learning organization. 
As Table 59 showed, employees’ perceptions on ELS affected the learning organization 
(F=3.480, df =3,76, p<.05).   
Table 59 
How Employees’ Perceptions on ELS Affect the Learning Organization  
 Beta t Sig. Df F R² 
1.Constant  4.912 .000 3,76 3.480* .121 
Factor 1 (AT/EE) -.235 -1.592 .115 
Factor 2 (SI) .342 2.321 .023* 
Factor 3 (FC) .183 1.415 .161 
a. Independent variable:  factor 1, factor 2, factor 3 
b. Dependent variable: learning organization 
c. *p<.05  **p<.001 
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In particular, factor 2 (SI) significantly affected the learning organization (Beta = .184). 
Thus, H6 was supported by the results that Employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence the 
perceived dimensions of a learning organization in Korean company A.  
 
Figure 5. The results of hypotheses testing from company A 
Summary.  
As the results showed, six hypotheses were tested about company A. The first hypothesis 
(H1), which related to the relationship between employees’ perceived organizational climate and 
their perceptions of the learning organization, was confirmed.  The second hypothesis (H2) was 
confirmed that employees’ perceived organizational climate affects their perceptions of learning 
organizations in Korean company A. The third hypothesis (H3) was confirmed by the results of 
CCA, which is that employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of KMS. 
The fourth hypothesis (H4) was confirmed by the results that employees’ perceptions of 
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organizational climate affect their use of ELS. The fifth hypothesis (H5) was tested and the result 
showed that employees’ use and perceptions of KMS influence their perceptions of a learning 
organization. In addition, the sixth hypothesis (H6) showed evidence that employees’ use and 
perceptions on ELS influence the perceived dimensions of a learning organization. 
Company B. 
Of 80 completed datasets, 39 were completed by males (48.8%), 10 by females (12.5%) 
and 31 (38.8%) did not indicate whether they were males or females. 28 (35.0%) participants 
were in their thirties, 15 (18.8%) in their forties, 6 (7.5%) in their twenties and 31 (38.8%) did 
not reveal their ages. Twenty-one (26.3%) participants had work experiences of between 1 and 5 
years, 17 (21.3%) of between 6 and 10 years, 7 (8.8%) of between 11 and 15 years, 1 (1.3%) of 
between 16 and 20 years, and 1 (1.3%) of more than 20 years in the company B while 31 
(38.8%) participants did not indicate their work experience in this company B. Seventeen 
(17.0%) employees worked in production or as technicians, 5 (6.3%) in research, and 3 (3.8%) in 
supporting departments, such as human resource, accounting, and finance, while 3 (3.8%)worked 
in customer service. Thirty three (41.3%) participants did not indicate their jobs in company B. 
Seventeen participants (21.3%) were assistant managers, 13 (16.3%) were managers, 9 (11.3%) 
were senior managers, and 1(1.3%) was a supervisor (director) in the company. However, 
31(38.8%) participants did not indicate their positions. Nearly half of the participants 43 (53.8%)  
hold bachelors’ degrees, 5 (6.3%) hold Masters degrees, while 31 (38.8%) participants did not 
indicate their education levels.  These demographics are shown in Table 60. 
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Table 60 
Descriptive Statistics of Participant Demographic Information for Company B 
  Frequency 
 
Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Gender Male  39 48.8 79.6 79.6 
Female 10 12.5 20.4 100.0 
Missing 31 38.8   
Total 80 100.0   
Age  Less than 20 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
20 – 29 6 7.5 12.2 12.2 
30 – 39 28 35.0 57.1 69.4 
40 – 49 15 18.8 30.6 100.0 
Over 50  0 0.0 0.0  
Missing 31 38.8   
Total 80 100.0   
Work 
experience 
Less than 1 year 2 2.5 4.1 4.1 
1 – 5 years 21 26.3 42.9 46.9 
6 – 10 years 17 21.3 34.7 81.6 
11 – 15 years 7 8.8 14.3 95.9 
16 – 20 years 1 1.3 2.0 98.0 
Over 20 years 1 1.3 2.0 100.0 
Missing 31 38.8 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
Job function Sales/ Marketing 2 2.5 4.3 4.3 
Product/ Technician 17 21.3 36.2 40.4 
Support  3 3.8 6.4 46.8 
Research 5 6.3 10.6 57.4 
Service 3 3.8 6.4 63.8 
Others 17 21.3 36.2 100.0 
Missing 33 41.3 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
Position Employee 9 11.3 11.3 11.3 
Assistant Manager 17 21.3 21.3 32.6 
Manager 13 16.3 16.3 48.9 
Senior manager 9 11.3 11.3 60.2 
Supervisor 1 1.3 1.3 61.5 
Missing 31 38.8 38.8 100.0 
Total 80 100.0 100.0  
Education 
Level 
High school graduate  0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Certificate or associates 
degree   
1 1.3 2.0 2.0 
Undergraduate degree                 43 53.8 87.8 89.8 
Graduate degree (Master) 5 6.3 10.2 100.0 
Ph.D. 0 0.0 100.0  
Missing 31 61.3   
Total 80 100.0   
  
Twenty-seven (33.8%) participants responded that they spent an average of 1 - 10 hours 
in work-related learning per month and 10 (12.5) participants spent 11-20 hours in such learning. 
Unfortunately, 32 (40.0%) participants did not indicate their work related learning hours per 
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month. Twenty participants (25.0%) did not spend any time using KMS each month while 25 
(31.3%) participants spent 1-10 hours and 4 (5.0%) participants spent 11-20 hours in using KMS 
in Company B. Thirty-three (41.3%) participants answered that they used KMS once a week.  
Table 61 
Descriptive Statistics of Participant Learning Hours, Usage of KMS and ELS for Company B 
  Frequency 
 
Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Work-related 
learning hours 
per month 
Not at all       6 7.5 7.5 7.5 
1-10 hours  27 33.8 33.8 41.3 
11-20 hours  10 12.5 12.5 53.8 
21-30 hours 4 5.0 5.0 58.8 
31-40 hours 1 1.3 1.3 60.1 
More than 41 hours  0 0.0 0.0 60.1 
Missing 32 40.0 40.0 100.0 
Total 80 100.0   
Usage hours of 
KMS per month 
Not at all       20 25.0 40.8 40.8 
1-10 hours  25 31.3 51.0 91.8 
11-20 hours  4 5.0 8.2 100.0 
21-30 hours 0 0.0 100.0  
31-40 hours 0 0.0   
More than 41 hours  0 0.0   
Missing 31 38.8   
Total 80 100.0   
E-learning 
Course  per 
month 
Not at all       23 28.8 46.9 46.9 
Less than 1 course  21 26.3 42.9 89.8 
1 course 5 6.3 10.2 100.0 
2 or 3 courses 0 0.0 100.0  
4 or 5 courses 0 0.0   
More than 6 courses 0 0.0   
Missing 31 38.8   
Total 80 100.0   
Usage 
frequency of 
KMS 
Not at all       8 10.0 16.3 16.3 
About once a week        33 41.3 67.3 83.7 
2 or 3 times a week          6 7.5 12.2 95.9 
4±6 times a week        1 1.3 2.0 98.0 
About once a day 0 0 0.0 98.0 
More than once a day 1 1.3 2.0 100.0 
Missing 31 61.3   
Total 80 100.0   
Usage 
frequency of 
ELS 
Not at all       10 12.5 20.4 20.4 
About once a week        22 27.5 44.9 65.3 
2 or 3 times a week          15 18.8 30.6 95.9 
4±6 times a week        2 2.5 4.1 100.0 
About once a day 0 0.0 100.0  
More than once a day 0 0.0   
Missing 31 38.8   
Total  100.0   
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Twenty-one (26.3%) participants took less than 1 e-learning course per month and 5 
(6.3%) took one e-learning course per month. Twenty-three (28.8%) responded that they did not 
take e-learning courses. Regarding ELS, 22 (27.5%) participants answered that they used ELS 
once a week, 15 (18.8%) 2 or 3 times a week, and 2 (2.5%) indicated that they used ELS 4 or 6 
times a week.   
Perceived Organizational Climate. 
The PCA extracted 12 components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounted for 
79.5% of the variance. Of the 12 factors extracted, all consisted of multiple items with loading 
scores that are greater than .60. To verify the 12 factors, parallel analysis (PA) was conducted 
(Horn, 1965) and only five factors’ actual eigenvalues were shown to be greater than that 
generated by PA (the average criteria). Therefore, only five factors (14 items) were eventually 
used to analyze the data in this study (Watkins, 2010).  The overall reliability (Cronbach’s 
Alpha) of LSOCQ is 0.757.  
Table 62 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company B 
 Component 
1 2 3 4 5 h² (Communality) 
RW18 .930     .893 
RW16 .870     .845 
RW17 .770     .769 
SD 40 .697     .867 
I 50  .865    .826 
SD 37  .807    .873 
CF 45  .609    .630 
RP 15   .687   .670 
RP 14   .634   .686 
RW 19   .600   .785 
W 30    .864  .819 
W 29    .796  .718 
ST 4     .712 .752 
RP 10     .604 .759 
Eigenvalue 12.080 6.867 3.888 3.237 2.787  
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Table 63 
Descriptive Statistics (N=80) for Company B 
Component  Mean (Std. Deviation) Cronbach’s Alpha if item 
deleted 
Cronbach’s Alpha 
Factor 1 
 
RW18 4.16(0.99) .724  
 
 
 
 
 
.757 
RW16 3.75(1.09) .714 
RW17 4.14(0.94) .727 
SD40 4.30(0.91) .711 
Factor 2 I50 4.37(0.78) .734 
SD37 4.93(0.75) .747 
CF45 4.31(0.97) .730 
Factor 3 RP15 4.52(0.94) .775 
RP14 3.91(0.93) .748 
RW19 3.82(0.82) .762 
Factor 4 
 
W30 4.21(0.91) .734 
W29 4.05(0.87) .753 
Factor 5 ST 4 4.18(1.08) .756 
RP 10 4.22(0.85) .786 
UTAUT Towards KMS. 
First, the data of UTAUT toward KMS were examined with factor analysis and The PCA 
(KMO =. 696) extracted 6 components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounted for 
76.7% of the variance. To verify the six factors, PA was conducted (Watkins, 2010) and two 
factors (8 items) were eventually used to analyze the data in this study (See Table 64).  
Table 64 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company B 
 Component 
1 2 h² (Communality) 
EE2 .766  .732 
EE1 .763  .798 
EE3 .669  .759 
PE4 .603  .772 
AT4  .839 .778 
AT2  .828 .865 
AT3  .705 .771 
AT1  .613 .765 
Eigenvalue 11.10 2.516  
 
The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of UTAUT toward ELS is 0.889, and, thus, the 
overall reliability of the instrument is good (See Table 65).    
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Table 65 
Item Statistics and Reliability (N=80) for Company B  
Component  Item (8 items) Mean 
(Std. Deviation) 
Cronbach’s Alpha if 
item deleted 
Cronbach Alpha 
1 EE2 4.59(0.97) .886  
 
 
.889 
EE1 4.23(0.82) .872 
EE3 4.65(0.91) .868 
PE4 3.58(1.01) .891 
2 AT4 4.39(0.96) .875 
AT2 4.55(0.81) .881 
AT3 4.34(0.99) .863 
AT1 5.09(1.05) .863 
UTAUT Towards ELS. 
First, the data of UTAUT toward ELS were examined with factor analysis. An initial 
factor extraction with varimax method was performed and three factors remained. The PCA 
(KMO =. 797) extracted 5 components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounted for 
75.9% of the variance. To verify the five factors, PA was conducted (Watkins, 2010) and two 
factors (16 items) were eventually used to analyze the data in this study (See Table 66).  
Table 66 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company B  
 Component 
1 2 h² (Communality) 
AT4 .854  .794 
AT3 .845  .787 
PE2 .792  .749 
PE3 .728  .648 
AT2 .713  .733 
IU1 .696  .816 
PE1 .683  .686 
AT1 .672  .725 
IU2 .672  .863 
EE1 .642  .563 
PE4 .632  .772 
IU3 .618  .790 
SI1  .860 .877 
SI2  .823 .871 
SI4  .769 .759 
SI3  .735 .834 
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The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of UTAUT toward ELS is 0.932, and, 
therefore, the overall reliability of the instrument is good (See Table 67).    
Table 67 
Item Statistics and Reliability (N=80) for Company B  
Component  Item (16 items) Mean 
(Std. Deviation) 
Cronbach’s Alpha if 
item deleted 
Cronbach Alpha 
1 AT4 4.58(0.97) .929  
 
 
 
 
 
0.932 
AT3 4.63(0.83) .928 
PE2 4.69(0.90) .925 
PE3 4.85(0.88) .928 
AT2 4.82(0.83) .926 
IU1 5.14(0.84) .926 
PE1 5.09(0.93) .924 
AT1 5.35(0.89) .926 
IU2 5.03(0.93) .925 
EE1 4.23(0.82) .930 
PE4 3.58(1.01) .932 
IU3 4.66(0.91) .929 
2 SI1 4.58(0.92) .932 
SI2 4.27(0.90) .929 
SI4 4.52(0.92) .933 
SI3 4.41(1.04) .928 
 
 The Dimensions of Learning Organization. 
An initial factor extraction was done according to PCA (KMO = .927), and rotated 
according to the varimax method. The PCA extracted 3 components with eigenvalues greater 
than 1.00 and which accounted for 70.3% of the variance. However, only 1 factor (7 items) 
remained after PA was applied (Watkins, 2010). Interestingly, 7 items were associated with team 
and organizational levels (See Table 68).   
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Table 68 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company B 
 Component 
1 h² (Communality) 
OL18: My organization encourages people to get answers from across the 
organization when solving problems. 
.793 .790 
TL9: In my organization, teams/groups are confident that the 
organization will act on their recommendations. 
.649 .713 
TL8: In my organization, teams/groups revise their thinking as a result of 
group discussions or information collected. 
.647 .710 
OL14: My organization gives people control over the resources they need 
to accomplish their work. 
.636 .723 
OL19: In my organization, leaders mentor and coach those they lead. .628 .782 
OL21: In my organization, leaders ensure that the organization’s actions 
are consistent with its values. 
.612 .813 
TL7: In my organization, teams/groups have the freedom to adapt their 
goals as needed. 
.604 .526 
Eigenvalue 12.167  
 
Hypotheses Testing for Company B.  
The following hypotheses were tested as following:   
H1: There is a positive relationship between employees’ perceptions of organizational 
climate and the perceived dimensions of learning organizations in Korean company B. 
Table 69 shows the correlations between perceived organizational climate and the 
learning organization without controlling all the demographic variables. Factor 1 (r=.427, p 
<0.01), factor 2 (r=.459, p <0.01), and factor 5 (r=.236, p <0.01) of organizational climate are 
positively linked with the learning organization. Thus, H1 was supported by the results that there 
is a positive relationship between employees’ perceptions of organizational climate and the 
perceived dimensions of learning organizations in Korean company B. 
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Table 69 
Correlations Between Organizational Climate and the Learning Organization 
 Learning 
Organization 
Factor 1 
 
Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
Learning 
Organization 
1      
Factor 1 .427** 1     
Factor 2 .459** .471** 1    
Factor 3 .051 -.059 -.082 1   
Factor 4 .160 .119 .059 .374** 1  
Factor 5 .236** .254** .352** .240* .215 1 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
H2: Employees’ perceived organizational climate affects their perceptions of learning 
organizations in Korean company B.  
As Table 70 showed, employees’ perceived organizational climate affected the learning 
organization (F=5.846, df =5,74, p<.001).  In particular, factor 1 (Reward) and factor 2 
(Identity/conflict) significantly affected the learning organization (Beta = 0.260 and 0.328 in 
respectively). Thus, H2 was supported by the results that employees’ perceived organizational 
climate affects their perceptions of learning organizations in Korean company B. 
Table 70 
How Organizational Climate Affects the Learning Organization  
 Beta t Sig. Df F R² 
1.Constant  .346 .731 5,74 5.846** .283 
Factor 1  .260 2.303 .024* 
Factor 2  .328 2.797 .007* 
Factor 3  .057 .513 .610 
Factor 4  .084 .778 .439 
Factor 5  .023 .205 .838 
a. Independent variable:  factor 1, factor 2, factor 3, factor 4, factor 5 of organizational climate 
b. Dependent variable: learning organization 
c. *p<.05  **p<.001 
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H3: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of KMS.  
A canonical correlation analysis was conducted using the five organizational climate 
variables as predictors of the two KMS acceptance variables to evaluate the multivariate shared 
relationship between the two variable sets. 
The initial consideration is to evaluate the full canonical model. To evaluate for statistical 
significance with multivariate tests, Wilk’s lambda (λ), was used, as it tends to have the most 
general applicability (Sherry & Henson, 2005). The full model was not statistically significant, 
with a Wilk’s  λ of .877, F(10, 146) = 0.99, p =.456. Accordingly, the null hypothesis can be 
supported that there was no relationship between the variable sets and we can conclude that there 
was no a relationship. Thus, H3 was not supported by the results of CCA.  
H4: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS.  
A canonical correlation analysis was conducted using the five organizational climate 
variables as predictors of the two ELS acceptance variables to evaluate the multivariate shared 
relationship between the two variable sets. 
The initial consideration is to evaluate the full canonical model. To evaluate for statistical 
significance with multivariate tests, Wilk’s lambda (λ), was again used, as it tends to have the 
most general applicability (Sherry & Henson, 2005). The full model was not statistically 
significant, with a Wilk’s  λ of .814, F(10, 146) = 1.58, p =.118. Accordingly, the null hypothesis 
can be supported that there was no relationship between the variable sets. Thus, H4 was not 
supported by the results of CCA.  
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H5: Employees’ use and perceptions on KMS influence the perceived dimensions of        
a learning organization. 
As Table 71 showed, employees’ perceptions on KMS did not influence the learning 
organization in Korean company B (F=2.356, df =3,77, p<.102). Thus, H5 was not supported by 
the results that employees’ perceptions of KMS affected their perceptions of learning 
organizations in Korean company B. 
Table 71 
How Employees’ Perceptions on KMS Affect the Learning Organization  
 Beta t Sig. Df F R² 
1.Constant  3.628 .001 2,77 5.014 .058 
Factor 1 (EE) .107 .680 .499 
Factor 2 (AT) .153 .974 .333 
d. Independent variable:  factor 1, factor 2, of KMS acceptance 
e. Dependent variable: learning organization 
f. *p<.05  **p<.001 
 
H6: Employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence the perceived dimensions of         
a learning organization. 
As Table 72 showed, employees’ perceptions of ELS did not affect the learning 
organization (F=2.445, df =2,77, p<.0935). Thus, H6 was not supported by the results that 
employees’ use and perceptions of ELS influence the perceived dimensions of a learning 
organization in Korean company B. 
Table 72 
How Employees’ Perceptions on ELS Affect the Learning Organization  
 Beta t Sig. Df F R² 
1.Constant  4.035 .000 2,77 2.445 .060 
Factor 1 (AT/PE) .224 1.478 .144 
Factor 2 (SI) .028 0.028 .854 
a. Independent variable:  factor 1, factor 2 
b. Dependent variable: learning organization 
c. *p<.05  **p<.001 
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Figure 6. The results of hypotheses testing from company B 
Summary.  
As a result of EFA, only five factors of organizational climate were accepted. KMS has 
been confirmed as two factors, which are factor 1 (EE) and factor 2 (AT). Only two constructs 
for ELS were accepted, which are factor 1 (AT/PE) and factor 2 (SI). For the dimensions of the 
learning organization, only one factor that consists of team and organizational level items was 
accepted.  
As the results showed, six hypotheses were tested. The first hypothesis (H1), which was 
related to the relationship between employees’ perceptions of organizational climate and their 
perceptions of the learning organization, was confirmed. The second hypothesis (H2) was 
confirmed that employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their perceptions of 
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learning organizations in Korean company B. The third hypothesis (H3) was investigated by 
CCA.  However, the results confirmed that employees’ perceptions of organizational climate did 
not affect their use of KMS. The fourth hypothesis (H4) confirmed that employees’ perceptions 
of organizational climate did not influence their use of ELS.  The fifth hypothesis (H5) was 
tested and the results showed that employees’ use and perceptions on KMS did not influence 
their perceptions of a learning organization. In addition, the sixth hypothesis (H6) was no 
supported by evidence that showed that employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence their 
perceptions of the dimension of a learning organization. 
Company C. 
Of 80 completed datasets, 38 were completed by males (47.5%), 7 by females (8.8%) and 
35 (43.8%) did not indicate whether they were males or females. 25 (31.3%) participants were in 
their thirties, 14 (17.5%) in their forties, 5 (6.3%) in their twenties, 1 (1.3%) below their  
twenties. 35 (43.8%) did not reveal their ages. 19 (23.8%) participants had work experiences of 
between 1 and 5 years, 13 (16.3%) of between 6 and 10 years, 9 (11.3%) of between 11 and 15 
years, 1 (4.9%) of between 16 and 20 years, and 3 (3.8%) had work experiences of less than 1 
year in the companies while 35 (43.8%) participants did not indicate their work experience in 
their company. 17 (21.3%) employees worked in sales or marketing, 12 (15.0%) in production or 
as technicians, 15 (18.8%) in supporting departments, such as human resource, accounting, and 
finance, while 36 (45.0%) participants did not indicate their jobs in the companies. Fifteen 
participants (18.8%) were assistant managers, 15 (18.8%) were employees, 10 (12.5%) were 
managers, 4 (5.0%) were senior managers, and 1 (1.3%) was a supervisor (directors) in company 
C, while 35 (43.8%) participants did not indicate their positions.  32 (40.0%) participants hold 
bachelors’ degrees, 5 (6.3%) hold Masters degrees, 4 (5.0%) hold a two year college degree, and 
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4 (5.0%) graduated from high school, while 35 (43.8%) participants did not indicate their 
education levels.  These demographics are shown in Table 73. 
Table 73 
Descriptive Statistics of Participant Demographic Information for Company C 
  Frequency 
 
Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Gender Male  38 47.5 84.4 84.4 
Female 7 8.8 15.6 100.0 
Missing 35 43.8 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
Age  Less than 20 1 1.3 2.2 2.2 
20 – 29 5 6.3 11.1 13.3 
30 – 39 25 31.3 55.6 68.9 
40 – 49 14 17.5 31.1 100.0 
Over 50  0 0.0 100.0  
Missing 35 43.8   
Total 80 100.0   
Work 
experience 
Less than 1 year 3 3.8 6.7 6.7 
1 – 5 years 19 23.8 42.2 48.9 
6 – 10 years 13 16.3 28.9 77.8 
11 – 15 years 9 11.3 20.0 97.8 
16 – 20 years 1 1.3 2.2 100.0 
Over 20 years 0 0.0 100.0  
Missing 35 43.8   
Total 80 100.0   
Job 
function 
Sales/ Marketing 17 21.3 38.6 38.6 
Product/ Technician 12 15.0 27.3 65.9 
Support 15 18.8 34.1 100.0 
Research 0 0.0 100.0  
Service 0 0.0   
Others 0 0.0   
Missing 36 45.0   
Total 80 100.0   
Position Employee 15 18.8 18.8 18.8 
Assistant Manager 15 18.8 18.8 37.6 
Manager 10 12.5 12.5 50.1 
Senior manager 4 5.0 5.0 55.1 
Supervisor 1 1.3 1.3 56.4 
Missing 35 43.8 43.8 100.0 
Total 80 100.0 100.0  
Education 
Level 
High school graduate  4 5.0 8.9 8.9 
Certificate or associates degree   4 5.0 8.9 17.8 
Undergraduate degree                 32 40.0 71.1 88.9 
Graduate degree (Master) 5 6.3 11.1 100.0 
Ph.D. 0 0.0 100.0  
Missing 35 43.8   
Total 80 100.0   
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Table 74 
Descriptive Statistics of Participant Learning Hours, Usage of KMS and ELS for Company C 
  Frequency 
 
Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Work-related 
learning hours 
per month 
Not at all       3 3.8 3.8 3.8 
1-10 hours  30 37.5 37.5 41.3 
11-20 hours  35 3.8 43.8 85.0 
21-30 hours 7 8.8 8.8 93.8 
31-40 hours 3 3.8 3.8 97.5 
More than 41 hours  1 1.3 1.3 98.8 
Missing 1 1.3 1.3 100.0 
Total 80 100.0 100.0  
Usage hours of 
KMS per month 
Not at all       3 3.8 6.7 6.7 
1-10 hours  34 42.5 75.6 82.2 
11-20 hours  7 8.8 15.6 97.8 
21-30 hours 1 1.3 2.2 100.0 
31-40 hours 0 0.0 100.0  
More than 41 hours  0 0.0   
Missing 35 43.8   
Total 80 100.0   
E-learning 
Course  per 
month 
Not at all       3 3.8 6.7 6.7 
Less than 1 course  34 42.5 75.6 82.2 
1 course 7 8.8 15.6 97.8 
2 or 3 courses 0 0.0 0.0 97.8 
4 or 5 courses 1 1.3 2.2 100.0 
More than 6 courses 0 0.0 100.0  
Missing 35 43.8   
Total 80 100.0   
Usage 
frequency of 
KMS 
Not at all       4 5.0 8.9 8.9 
About once a week        37 46.3 82.2 91.1 
2 or 3 times a week          4 5.0 8.9 100.0 
4±6 times a week        0 0.0 100.0  
About once a day 0 0.0   
More than once a day 0 0.0   
Missing 35 43.8   
Total 80 100.0   
Usage 
frequency of 
ELS 
Not at all       6 7.5 13.3 13.3 
About once a week        26 32.5 57.8 71.1 
2 or 3 times a week          11 13.8 24.4 95.6 
4±6 times a week        1 1.3 2.2 97.8 
About once a day 0 0.0 0.0 97.8 
More than once a day 1 1.3 2.2 100.0 
Missing 35 43.8 100.0  
Total 80 100.0   
 
Perceived Organizational Climate. 
The PCA extracted 12 components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounted for 
87.7% of the variance. Of the 12 factors extracted, all consisted of multiple items with loading 
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scores that are greater than .60. To verify the 12 factors, parallel analysis (PA) was conducted 
(Horn, 1965) and only four factors’ actual eigenvalues were shown to be greater than that 
generated by PA (the average criteria). Therefore, only four factors (22 items) were eventually 
used to analyze the data in this study (Watkins, 2010).  The overall reliability (Cronbach’s 
Alpha) of LSOCQ was 0.944.  
Table 75 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company C 
 Component 
1 2 3 4 h² (Communality) 
RW16 .834    .816 
I49 .773    .851 
I47 .763    .810 
SD40 .740    .844 
RW17 .727    .697 
RW18 .721    .850 
S33 .714    .783 
S35 .701    .794 
CF45 .686    .699 
I50 .644    .833 
ST4 .640    .800 
ST3 .619    .834 
ST1 .608    .784 
W31 .604    .883 
W30  .799   .877 
RP14  .712   .854 
RP15  .668   .805 
S34  .661   .803 
W27  .661   .893 
RW20   .779  .871 
ST7   .707  .853 
SD41    -.822 .822 
CF46    .749 .699 
Eigenvalue 19.509 3.564 2.747 2.474  
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Table 76 
Descriptive Statistics (N=80) for Company C  
Component Items (23) Mean (Std. Deviation) Cronbach’s Alpha if item 
deleted 
Cronbach 
Alpha 
1 RW16 4.28(1.18) .940 .944 
I49 4.76(1.13) .939 
I47 4.87(0.97) .939 
SD40 4.48(1.16) .940 
RW17 4.35(1.18) .941 
RW18 4.60(1.13) .940 
S33 4.39(1.14) .939 
S35 4.13(1.02) .942 
CF45 4.50(1.02) .941 
I50 4.35(1.11) .941 
ST4 4.21(1.29) .940 
ST3 5.18(1.11) .939 
ST1 4.90(1.10) .940 
W31 4.56(1.09) .939 
2 W30 4.49(1.24) .941 
RP14 4.02(1.06) .941 
RP15 4.49(1.22) .941 
S34 4.84(1.10) .940 
W27 5.04(0.95) .940 
3 RW20 4.42(1.23) .943 
ST7 5.07(1.11) .943 
4 SD41 3.57(1.21) .957 
CF46 4.14(1.13) .945 
  
UTAUT Towards KMS. 
 
First, the data of UTAUT toward KMS were examined with factor analysis. An initial 
factor extraction with varimax method was performed and three factors remained. The PCA 
(KMO =. 703) extracted three components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounted for 
77.2% of the variance. To verify the three factors, PA was conducted (Watkins, 2010). Therefore, 
two factors (9 items) were eventually used to analyze the data in this study (See Table 77).  
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Table 77 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company C 
 Component 
1 2 h² (Communality) 
SI4 .852  .859 
SI3 .827  .840 
SI1 .816  .731 
SI2 .730  .870 
IU3  .818 .852 
IU1  .805 .876 
IU2  .745 .836 
AT2  .709 .853 
PE3  .601 .789 
Eigenvalue  13.335 3.295  
  
The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of UTAUT toward KMS is 0.947, while the 
internal consistencies of the instruments vary from 0.936 to 0.947. Instruments are generally 
considered reliable when they have an alpha of .80 or higher on a scale of 0 to 1 (Rubin & Babbi, 
2009). Thus, the overall reliability of the instrument is good (See Table 78).    
Table 78 
Item Statistics and Reliability (N=80) for Company C  
Component  Item (9 items) Mean 
(Std. Deviation) 
Cronbach’s Alpha if 
item deleted 
Cronbach Alpha 
1 SI4 5.11(0.95) .941 0.947 
SI3 4.96(1.11) .940 
SI1 4.96(1.13) .947 
SI2 4.67(1.10) .936 
2 IU3 5.18(0.89) .942 
IU1 5.10(1.01) .937 
IU2 5.05(1.03) .937 
AT2 4.85(1.07) .940 
PE3 4.76(1.01) .943 
 
UTAUT Towards ELS. 
 
First, the data of UTAUT toward ELS were examined with factor analysis. An initial 
factor extraction with varimax method was examined and four factors remained. The PCA 
(KMO =. 818) extracted four components with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounted for 
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77.7% of the variance. To verify the four factors, PA was conducted (Watkins, 2010). Therefore, 
1 factor (10 items) was eventually used to analyze the data in this study (See Table 79).  
Table 79 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company C 
 Component 
1 h² (Communality) 
PE1 .852 .863 
PE2 .726 .825 
AT4 .694 .664 
EE1 .672 .755 
FC4 .669 .652 
PE3 .669 .837 
AT1 .644 .700 
FC2 .643 .755 
AT3 .638 .807 
AT2 .623 .762 
Eigenvalue  13.721  
  
The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of UTAUT toward ELS is 0.950, which shows 
that the overall reliability of the instrument is good (Rubin & Babbi, 2009). (See Table 80)  
Table 80 
Item Statistics and Reliability (N=80) for Company C 
Component  Item (10 items) Mean 
(Std. Deviation) 
Cronbach’s Alpha if 
item deleted 
Cronbach Alpha 
1 PE1 5.14(0.98) .944 0.950 
PE2 4.74(0.93) .942 
AT4 4.63(1.00) .948 
EE1 4.81(0.83) .943 
FC4 5.00(0.97) .948 
PE3 5.03(0.93) .944 
AT1 5.52(0.84) .946 
FC2 5.10(1.04) .945 
AT3 4.65(0.96) .943 
AT2 4.95(0.91) .945 
 
 The Dimensions of Learning Organization. 
 
An initial factor extraction was done according to PCA (KMO = .919), and rotated 
according to the varimax method. The PCA extracted 3 components with eigenvalues greater 
than 1.00 and which accounted for 68.5% of the variance. However, only 1 factor (4 items) 
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remained after PA was applied (Watkins, 2010). Interestingly, 4 items were associated with 
individual and organizational levels.   
Table 81 
Rotated Component Matrix for Company C 
 Component 
1 h² (Communality) 
IL3: In my organization, people are rewarded for learning. .733 .720 
OL14: My organization gives people control over the resources they need 
to accomplish their work. 
.695 .662 
OL15: My organization supports employees who take calculated risks. .683 .742 
OL10: My organization creates systems to measure gaps between current 
and expected performance. 
.675 .534 
Eigenvalue 11.93  
 
Hypotheses Testing for Company C.  
 
The following hypotheses were tested as following:   
H1: There is a positive relationship between employees’ perceptions of organizational 
climate and the perceived dimensions of learning organizations in Korean company C. 
Table 82 shows the correlations between perceived organizational climate and the 
learning organization. Factor 1 (r=.644, p <0.01), factor 2 (r=.458, p <0.01), and factor 3(r=.372, 
p <0.01) of organizational climate are positively linked with the learning organization. Thus, H1 
was supported by the results that there is a positive relationship between employees’ perceptions 
of organizational climate and the perceived dimensions of learning organizations in Korean 
company C. 
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Table 82 
Correlations Between Organizational Climate and the Learning Organization 
 Learning 
Organization 
Factor 1 
 
Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
Learning 
Organization 
1     
Factor 1 .644** 1    
Factor 2 .458** .721** 1   
Factor 3 .372** .512** .585** 1  
Factor 4 .066 -.077 -.128 -.174 1 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
H2: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their perceptions of 
learning organizations in Korean company C.  
As Table 83 showed, employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affected the 
learning organization (F=14.339, df =4,75, p<.001).  In particular, factor 1 significantly affected 
the learning organization (Beta = 0.633). Thus, H2 was supported by the results that employees’ 
perceptions of organizational climate affect their perceptions of learning organizations in Korean 
company C. 
Table 83 
How Organizational Climate Affects the Learning Organization  
 Beta t Sig. Df F R² 
1.Constant  -.484 .630 4,75 14.339** .433 
Factor 1  .633 4.972 .000** 
Factor 2  -.035 -.258 .797 
Factor 3  .090 .824 .413 
Factor 4  .126 1.430 .157 
a. Independent variable:  factor 1, factor 2, factor 3, factor 4, of organizational climate 
b. Dependent variable: learning organization 
c. *p<.05  **p<.001 
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H3: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of KMS.  
A canonical correlation analysis was conducted using the four organizational climate 
variables as predictors of the two KMS acceptance variables to evaluate the multivariate shared 
relationship between the two variable sets. 
The initial consideration is to evaluate the full canonical model. To evaluate for statistical 
significance with multivariate tests, Wilk’s lambda (λ), was used, as it tends to have the most 
general applicability (Sherry & Henson, 2005). The full model was statistically significant, with 
a Wilk’s  λ of .312, F(8, 148) = 14.62, p<.001. An overall effect of 1-.312 = .688 (Rc²) was 
shown.   Accordingly, the null hypothesis can be rejected that there was no relationship between 
the variable sets and we can conclude that there probably was a relationship.  
To interpret those functions that explain a reasonable amount of variance between the 
variable sets, the function 1 (67.7%) was used because function 2 (3.3%), which explained less 
than 10% of the variance, was sufficiently weak so as to not warrant interpretation. See Table 84.  
Table 84 
Canonical Solution for organizational climate predicting KMS for Functions 1  
 Function 1 
Variable Coef rs rs² (%) 
KMS Factor 1  0.984 0.971 94.3 
KMS Factor 2  -0.241 -0.188 3.53 
Rc²   67.7 
OC Factor 1  .938 0.997 99.4 
OC Factor 2  .035 0.749 56.1 
OC Factor 3  0.070 0.567 32.1 
OC Factor 4  0.023 -0.066 0.43 
Note. Structure coefficients (rs) greater than |.45| are underlined. Coef = standardized canonical function coefficient; 
rs = structure coefficient; rs² = squared structure coefficient 
The canonical redundancy analysis (see Table 85) showed that the first pair of canonical 
variables is pretty a good overall predictor of the opposite set of variables, the proportions of 
130 
variance explained being .331 and .318. Thus, H4 was supported by canonical redundancy 
analysis.     
Table 85 
 
Redundancy Analysis  
 
 
Table 86 shows that the squared multiple correlations indicate that the first canonical 
variable of the technology acceptance toward KMS has some predictive power for factor 1 
(0.638). The first canonical variable of the organizational climate is a good predictor of factor 1 
(0.674), and factor 2 (0.380), a poorer predictor of factor 3 (0.218) and nearly useless for 
predicting factor 4 (0.003).  
Table 86 
The Squared Multiple Correlations 
Squared Multiple Correlations Between the 
Technology Acceptance toward KMS and the First 
M Canonical Variables of the organizational climate  
Squared Multiple Correlations Between the 
organizational climate and the First M Canonical 
Variables of  the Technology Acceptance toward 
KMS 
M 1   M 1 
KMSfactor1 0.638 OCfactor1     0.674 
KMSfactor2 0.024 OCfactor2 0.380 
  OCfactor3 0.218 
  OCfactor4 0.003 
 
 
 
 Standardized Variance of the UTAUT KMS explained by 
Canonical 
Function  
Their own canonical variables                    The opposite canonical variables 
Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 
Canonical R² Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
1 0.489 0.489 0.677 0.331 0.331 
             Standardized Variance of the organizational climate explained by 
Canonical 
Function  
Their own canonical variables                    The opposite canonical variables 
Percentage Cumulative 
Percentage 
Canonical R² Percentage Cumulative Percentage 
1 0.471 0.471 0.677 0.318 0.318 
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H4: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS.  
As Table 87 showed, employees’ perceptions on ELS did affect the learning 
organization (F=22.892, df =4,75, p<.001). In particular, factor 1 significantly affected the 
learning organization (Beta = 0.702). Thus, H4 was supported by the results that Employees’ 
perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS in Korean company C. 
Table 87 
How Employees’ Perceived organizational Climate Affect the Perceptions on ELS  
 Beta t Sig. Df F R² 
1.Constant  2.766 .007 4,75 22.892** .550 
Factor 1 .702 6.194 .000** 
Factor 2 .109 .910 .366 
Factor 3 -.083 -.849 .399 
Factor 4  .056 .713 .478 
a. Independent variable:  factor 1 
b. Dependent variable: learning organization 
c. *p<.05  **p<.001 
H5: Employees’ use and perceptions on KMS influence the perceived dimensions of        
a learning organization. 
As Table 88 showed, employees’ perceptions of KMS did influence the learning 
organization in Korean company C (F=25.754, df =2,77, p<.001). Thus, H5 was supported by the 
results that employees’ perceptions of KMS influenced their perceptions of learning 
organizations in Korean company C. 
Table 88 
How Employees’ Perceptions on KMS Affect the Learning Organization  
 Beta t Sig. Df F R² 
1.Constant  1.063 .291 2,77 25.754** .401 
Factor 1  .629 7.116 .000** 
Factor 2  -.117 -1.320 .191 
a. Independent variable:  factor 1, factor 2, of KMS acceptance 
b. Dependent variable: learning organization 
c. *p<.05  **p<.001 
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H6: Employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence the perceived dimensions of         
a learning organization. 
As Table 89 showed, employees’ perceptions of ELS did affect the learning organization 
(F=41.605, df =1,78, p<.001).  In particular, factor 1 significantly affected the learning 
organization (Beta = 0.847). Thus, H6 was supported by the results that employees’ use and 
perceptions of ELS influence the perceived dimensions of a learning organization in Korean 
company C. 
Table 89 
How Employees’ Perceptions on ELS Affect the Learning Organization  
 Beta t Sig. Df F R² 
1.Constant .277 .420 .675 1,78 41.605** .348 
Factor 1  .847 6.450 .000** 
a. Independent variable:  factor 1 
b. Dependent variable: learning organization 
c. *p<.05  **p<.001 
 
 
Figure 7 The results of hypotheses testing from company C 
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Summary.  
As the results showed (Figure 7), six hypotheses were tested in company C. The first 
hypothesis (H1), which related to the relationship between employees’ perceived organizational 
climate and their perceptions of the learning organization, was confirmed. The second hypothesis 
(H2) was confirmed that employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their 
perceptions of learning organizations in Korean company C. The third hypothesis (H3) was 
confirmed by the results of CCA, which is that employees’ perceptions of organizational climate 
affect their use of KMS. The fourth hypothesis (H4) was confirmed by the results that 
employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of ELS. The fifth hypothesis 
(H5) was tested and the results showed that employees’ use and perceptions on KMS did not 
influence their perceptions of a learning organization. In addition, the sixth hypothesis (H6) was 
supported with evidence that showed that employees’ use and perceptions of ELS influence the 
perceived dimensions of a learning organization. 
 
Comparisons Among Three Companies  
EFA Results Comparison.  
 The LSOCQ was developed in 1968 by Litwin and Stringer and has been used in the 
workplace including cross-cultural settings. Many studies showed conclusive results, however, 
this study showed different results that could add doubt about the conclusive constructs of 
LSOCQ. Since UTAUT was created in 2003, it has been used within various participants as well 
as in various cultural contexts. The DLOQ has been used for a long time and it has been 
validated in cross-cultural contexts including South Korea (Song et al., 2009; Lee et al., 2010). In 
particular, DLOQ showed reliable reliability and validity in a previous study, which was 
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conducted by employees working in several companies in South Korea (Song & Chermack,  
2008; Song et al., 2009). However, this study showed different results. See Table 90 for different 
constructs of three instruments.   
Table 90 
The Differences among Company A, B, and C’ Construct of the Instruments 
Construct Company A Company B Company C 
 LSOCQ Factor 1 (Identity) 
Factor 2 (Warmth) 
Factor 3(Conflict) 
Factor 4 (Responsibility) 
Factor 5 (Structure) 
Factor 1 (Reward) 
Factor 2 (Conflict) 
Factor 3 (Responsibility) 
Factor 4 (Warmth) 
Factor 5 (Structure) 
Factor 1 (Structure/Support/ 
Reward/Identity) 
Factor 2 
(Responsibility/Warmth) 
Factor 3 (Report 
line/recognition)  
Factor 4 (Conflict) 
UTAUT-
KMS 
Factor 1 (Attitude) 
Factor 2 (Effort Expectancy) 
Factor 3 (Social 
Influence/Performance 
expectancy) 
Factor 1 (Effort expectancy) 
Factor 2 (Attitude) 
Factor 1 (Social Influence) 
Factor 2 (Intention to use) 
UTAUT-ELS Factor 1 (Attitude/ Effort 
expectancy) 
Factor 2 (Social Influence) 
Factor 3 (Facilitating 
condition) 
Factor 1 (Performance 
expectancy/Attitude)  
Factor 2 (Social Influence) 
 
Factor 1(Performance 
expectancy/Effort 
expectancy/Facilitating 
condition) 
DLOQ Factor 1 
(OL: Empowerment, system 
connection, strategic 
leadership)  
Factor 1 
(TL: team learning, OL: 
empowerment, system 
connection,  strategic 
leadership) 
 
Factor 1  
(IL: continuous learning, OL 
embedded system, 
empowerment) 
Hypotheses Testing Results Comparison.  
Even though each company is included in the service industry, individual companies 
showed very different results based on EFA. Regarding the hypotheses, all six hypotheses were 
supported by the results of company A and C. It is interesting that, only two of the six 
hypotheses were supported, while the rest of the hypotheses were not supported by the results of 
company B. See Table 91 and 92 for the differences in the results of the hypotheses.  
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Table 91 
The Results of Hypotheses Testing of this Study 
Hypothesis Company (N) Result 
H1: There is a positive relationship between employees’ perceived 
organizational climate and the perceived dimensions of learning 
organizations in Korean companies.  
All three (N=327) Supported 
Company A (N=80) Supported 
Company B (N=80) Supported 
Company C (N=80) Supported 
H2: Employees’ perceived organizational climate affects their 
perceptions of learning organizations in Korean companies. 
All three (N=327) Supported 
Company A (N=80) Supported 
Company B (N=80) Supported 
Company C (N=80) Supported 
H3: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of 
KMS. 
All three (N=327) Supported 
Company A (N=80) Supported 
Company B (N=80) Not supported 
Company C (N=80) Supported 
H4: Employees’ perceptions of organizational climate affect their use of 
ELS. 
All three (N=327) Supported 
Company A (N=80) Supported 
Company B (N=80) Not supported 
Company C (N=80) Supported 
H5: Employees’ use and perceptions on KMS influence the perceived 
dimensions of a learning organization. 
All three (N=327) Supported 
Company A (N=80) Supported 
Company B (N=80) Not supported 
Company C (N=80) Supported 
H6: Employees’ use and perceptions on ELS influence the perceived 
dimensions of a learning organization. 
All three (N=327) Supported 
Company A (N=80) Supported 
Company B (N=80) Not supported 
Company C (N=80) Supported 
 
Hypothesis 1 and 2. 
Regarding hypothesis 1, all three companies showed that employees’ perceptions of 
organizational climate cause a positive relationship with the learning organization. Regarding 
hypothesis 2, employees’ perceptions of organizational climate in company A and C showed 
very strong influences on the learning organization (R²=.367 and R²=.433 respectively) 
compared to that of company B (R²=.283).  
Hypothesis 3 and 4.  
Regarding hypothesis 3, company A and C showed that employees’ use and acceptance 
of KMS were affected by the organizational climate (R²=0.374 and R²=0.677 respectively) while 
the organizational climate did not affect employees’ use and acceptance of KMS in company B. 
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In addition, employees in company A and C were influenced by their perceived organizational 
climate that they utilized ELS as well as KMS. In particular, company C showed that its 
organizational climate influenced employees’ use and acceptance towards KMS and ELS 
strongly within the company (R²=.677 for KMS, R²=.550 for ELS) compared to company A and 
B. The organizational climate from company B did not affect employees’ use and acceptance 
towards KMS and ELS.    
Hypothesis 5 and 6. 
Regarding hypotheses 5 and 6, employees’ utilization of KMS and ELS affected the 
learning organization in company A and C but not company B. In particular, employees’ 
utilization of KMS in company C showed strong influence on the learning organization 
(R²=.401) compared to that of company A (R²=.165). Regarding ELS, company A and C showed 
that employees’ use and acceptance towards ELS influenced the learning organization, which are 
statistically significant (R²=.121 for company A, R²=.348 for company C).   
Unfortunately, company B seemed to not have a supportive organizational climate that 
could influence employees’ use and acceptance towards KMS and ELS for their learning 
organization. Company A and company B are in the same the IT industry. Technologies such as 
KMS and ELS are critical products for them. However, employees’ utilization of KMS and ELS 
seemed to be meaningful within company A because they are supposed to help employees’ 
knowledge sharing and learning.  
             Interestingly, company B and C showed different results, even though they are from the 
same subsidiaries of a conglomerate in South Korea. They both follow similar educational 
policies and offer similar e-learning contents and similar KMS and ELS, except for job specific 
contents. Based on the results of company B, it has shown to have a supportive organizational 
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climate for employees’ learning. However, it may not support online learning activities, such as 
creating, sharing knowledge through KMS and taking online classes, and discussing problem 
solving in online communities within company B.  
Table 92 
The Differences among Company A, B, and C’ Hypotheses Results 
 
Hypothesis Company A Company B Company C 
H1 Supported 
Factor 1  
(r=.604, p <0.01) 
factor 2  
(r=.338, p <0.01) 
factor 4  
(r=-.261, p <0.01) 
factor 5  
(r=.471, p <0.01)  
Supported 
Factor 1  
(r=.427, p <0.01) 
factor 2  
(r=.459, p <0.01)  
factor 5  
(r=.236, p <0.01) 
Supported 
Factor 1 (r=.644, p <0.01) 
factor 2 (r=.458, p <0.01) 
factor 3 (r=.372, p <0.01) 
 
H2 Supported 
R²=.367 (F=8.582**) 
Supported 
R²=.283 (F=5.846**) 
Supported  
R²=.433 (F=14.339**) 
H3 Supported  
Canonical R²=.374 
Not supported Supported 
Canonical R²=.677 
H4 Supported 
Canonical R²=.270 
Not supported Supported 
R²=.550 (F=22.892**) 
H5 Supported 
R²=.165 (F=5.014**) 
Not supported 
R²=.058 (F=5.014) 
Supported  
R²=.401 (F=25.754**) 
H6 Supported 
R²=.121 (F=3.480*) 
Not supported 
R²=.060 (F=2.445) 
Supported  
R²=.348 (F=45.605**) 
a. *p<.05  **p<.001 
Work related learning and usage of KMS and ELS. 
Work related learning hours. 
As Table 93 shows, there is no difference in employees’ work related learning hours 
among the three companies (χ² = 17.59, df =12, p=.129), which includes time with KMS and 
time with ELS. See Table 93.  
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Table 93 
Work Related Learning Hours among Three Companies   
  Company A Company B Company C Total 
Work related 
learning hours 
per month 
Not at all       5 (7.9%) 6 (12.5%) 3 (6.7%) 14 (9.0%) 
1-10 hours  44 (69.8%) 27 (56.3%) 30 (66.7%) 101 (64.7%) 
11-20 hours  12 (19.0%) 10 (20.8%) 7 (15.5%) 29 (18.6%) 
21-30 hours 1 (1.58%) 4 (8.3%) 3 (6.7%) 8 (5.1%) 
31-40 hours 0 (0.0%) 1 (2.1%) 1 (2.2%) 2 (1.3%) 
More than 41 hours  1 (1.58%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (2.2%) 2 (1.3%) 
Total  63 (100.0%) 48 (100.0%) 45 (100.0%) 156 (100.0%) 
χ² = 17.59, df=12, p=.129 
Usage of KMS. 
As Table 94 shows, there is a statistically significant difference among companies and its 
usage hours of KMS per month (χ² = 18.64, df=8, p=.017 *).  
Table 94 
Usage Hours of KMS among Three Companies   
  Company A Company B Company C Total 
Usage hours of 
KMS per month 
Not at all       17  
(28.3%) 
20  
(40.8%) 
3  
(6.7%) 
40  
(26.0%) 
1-10 hours  37  
(61.7%) 
25  
(51.0%) 
34  
(75.6%) 
95  
(62.3%) 
11-20 hours  5  
(8.3%) 
4  
(8.2%) 
7  
(15.6%) 
16  
(10.4%) 
21-30 hours 0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
1  
(2.2%) 
1  
(2.2%) 
31-40 hours 0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
More than 41 hours  1  
(1.7%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
1  
(0.6%) 
Total  60  
(100.0%) 
49  
(100.0%) 
45  
(100.0%) 
154  
(100.0%) 
χ² = 18.64, df=8, p=.017 *, λ=.064 
Frequency of using KMS. 
As Table 95 shows, there is a statistically significant difference among three companies 
and its usage hours of KMS per month (χ² = 18.64, df=8, p=.017 *).  
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Table 95 
Frequency of Using KMS among Three Companies  
  Company A Company B Company C Total 
Frequency of 
using KMS per 
month 
Not at all       2  
(4.9%) 
8  
(16.3%) 
4  
(8.9%) 
14  
(10.4%) 
About once a week        22  
(53.7%) 
33  
(67.3%) 
37  
(82.2%) 
92  
(68.1%) 
2 or 3 times a week          15  
(36.6%) 
6  
(12.2%) 
4  
(8.9%) 
25  
(18.5%) 
4±6 times a week        2  
(4.9%) 
1  
(2.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
3  
(2.2%) 
About once a day 0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
More than once a day 0  
(0.0%) 
1  
(2.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
1  
(0.7%) 
Total  41  
(100.0%) 
49  
(100.0%) 
45  
(100.0%) 
135  
(100.0%) 
χ² = 20.13, df=8, p=.010 *, λ=.163 
The number of e-Learning courses. 
As Table 96 shows, there is a statistically significant difference among three companies 
and the number of e-learning courses that employees take (χ² = 24.83, df =8, p=.002*).  
Table 96 
The Number of E-learning Courses among Three Companies   
  Company A Company B Company C Total 
The number of 
e-learning 
course 
Not at all       18  
(43.9%) 
23  
(46.9%) 
3  
(6.7%) 
44  
(32.6%) 
Less than 1 course  18  
(43.9%) 
21  
(42.9%) 
34  
(75.6%) 
73  
(54.1%) 
1 course 4  
(9.8%) 
5  
(10.2%) 
7  
(15.6%) 
16  
(11.9%) 
2 or 3 courses 1  
(2.4%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
1  
(0.7%) 
4 or 5 courses 0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
1  
(2.2%) 
1  
(0.7%) 
Total  41  
(100.0%) 
49  
(100.0%) 
45  
(100.0%) 
135  
(100.0%) 
χ² = 24.83, df=8, p=.002*, λ=.198 
Frequency of using ELS. 
As Table 97 shows, there is a no statistically significant difference among three 
companies and its frequency of using ELS (χ² = 7.28, df=8, p=.507).  
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Table 97 
Frequency of Using ELS among Three Companies   
  Company A Company B Company C Total 
Frequency of 
using ELS 
Not at all       4  
(9.8%) 
10  
(20.4%) 
6  
(13.3%) 
20  
(14.8%) 
About once a week        18  
(43.9%) 
22  
(44.9%) 
26  
(57.8%) 
66  
(48.9%) 
2 or 3 times a week          14  
(34.1%) 
15  
(30.6%) 
11  
(24.4%) 
40  
(29.6%) 
4±6 times a week        3  
(7.3%) 
2  
(4.1%) 
1  
(2.2%) 
6  
(4.4%) 
About once a day 0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
More than once a day 2  
(4.9%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
1  
(2.2%) 
3  
(2.2%) 
Total  41  
(100.0%) 
49  
(100.0%) 
45  
(100.0%) 
135  
(100.0%) 
χ² = 7.28, df=8, p=.507, λ=.081 
Summary.  
The result of comparing employees’ work-related learning hours from three companies 
showed that there are no statistically significant differences. However, the usage and frequency 
of KMS revealed that there is a difference among the three companies. In addition, the number of 
e-learning courses that employees take also showed the significant differences among companies. 
The usage frequency of ELS did not indicate significant differences among the three companies.  
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Chapter 5 
Discussions and Conclusion 
 
This study sought to investigate the relationships that exist between employees’ 
acceptance of technology towards KMS and ELS and, the organizational climate and learning 
organization in three companies in South Korea. Three sites were chosen in the service industry 
because employees in the service industry are accustomed to being divided into separate 
workplaces. Therefore, information technologies, such as KMS and ELS, are critical media to 
communicate with, aid in learning, and developing employees within organizations. Company A, 
as a good example of learning organizations, was chosen because it has been known as a 
company that utilizes KMS well and requires employees to spend lots of time for learning. 
Company B and C are subsidiaries of a conglomerate, which has been known for its emphasis on 
training and learning in South Korea. Among many subsidiaries, company B has not been 
utilizing KMS extensively, while company C has been using KMS and ELS for its employees’ 
learning and performance.  
To reveal the relationships among technology acceptances towards KMS and ELS, 
organizational climate and the dimensions of learning organizations, the following six 
hypotheses were tested by an empirical research methodology based on all data points from three 
companies. First, hypothesis 1 (H1) was confirmed to show that there is a positive relationship 
between employees’ perceived organizational climate and the perceived dimensions of learning 
organizations in three Korean companies. Furthermore, hypothesis 2 (H2) was also confirmed to 
show that employees’ perceived organizational climate affects their perceptions of learning 
organizations in three Korean companies. Using Canonical correlation analysis (CCA), 
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hypothesis 3 (H3) and 4 (H4) confirmed that employees’ perceptions of organizational climate 
affect their technology acceptances towards KMS and ELS. Finally, hypothesis 5 (H5) and 6 
(H6) were confirmed to show that employees’ perceptions on KMS and ELS influence their 
perceived dimensions of a learning organization. All six hypotheses were confirmed based on the 
combined data from all three companies. 
Some differences emerged when comparing the results of the hypotheses tests among 
individual companies. Company A and C both confirmed all six hypotheses. However, company 
B confirmed only hypothesis 1 and 2 (H1, H2). In short, in company B, employees’ perceptions 
of organization climate affected the development of learning organization. However, KMS and 
ELS did not seem to contribute to the development of a learning organization. In addition, 
employees in company B did not feel, by their perceived organizational climate, that they had to 
utilize KMS and ELS to foster a learning organization.  
The discussion consists of four sections. First, the researcher discusses the changing 
constructs in the instruments based on the overall data. Second, the researcher discusses 
hypotheses testing results based on the overall data. Third, the researcher reports comparisons 
among three companies, which include the changing constructs in the instruments and 
hypotheses testing based on individual companies. Finally, conclusions are drawn from the 
discussion.  
 
Overall Changing Constructs in the Instruments 
Overall perceived organizational climate. 
The results showed different factors from the original constructs of organizational climate 
(Litwin & Stringer, 1968). Among the nine original dimensions, only five factors remained and 
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were accepted by PA (Watkins, 2010), which are factor 1 (Identity), factor 2 (Structure), factor 3 
(Warmth), factor 4 (Conflict/Harmony), and factor 5 (Reward). The results of this study 
supported the previous research that raised doubts about the validity of LSOCQ (Janz & 
Prasarnphanich, 2003; Rogers et al., 1980; Sims & Lafollette, 1975). The previous studies 
reported that five of the nine factors showed good scale consistency and reliability ( > .70) but,  
responsibility, risk, standards, and conflicts scales reported a reliability that was less than .60 
(Sims & Lafollette, 1975).  However, the results of this study found that ‘conflict’ among the 
nine factors of organizational climate seems to be inconclusive based on the different cultures, 
industries, or size of organizations. Many organizations pursue efficient or effective ways to 
work because of their belief that conflicts should not be accepted. According to cultural 
differences by Hofstede (1980), South Korea demonstrates a very high collectivistic culture, 
which pursues harmony instead of conflict. Employees in South Korea tend not to express 
opposing opinions when their bosses or colleagues make decisions. However, the lack or 
prohibition of conflicts is one of the barriers to learning (Nevis, DiBella, & Gould, 1995). Many 
organizations tend to miss valuable lessons that can be learned when some errors within 
organizations are allowed to be shared and not hidden in order to ensure better performance.  
Additionally, these organizations should allow employees to offer legitimate disagreements and 
engage in debates, which might expedite learning for a wholesome learning organization (Nevis 
et al., 1995).  
 LSOCQ has been used for more than 30 years.  Therefore, its validity and reliability 
have been confirmed by several researchers.  However, cross-cultural contexts might be 
underestimated in the use of this instrument, which is a critical factor (Liou & Cheng, 2008). The 
researcher believes that there are two reasons that might affect the results.  First, translation 
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might bring different interpretations by participants because some words or phrases could be 
understood with different nuances. In particular, cultural differences might play a critical role in 
interpreting the survey questionnaires. Second, these days, some factors might be interpreted 
differently from when Litwin and Stringer (1968) developed the instrument in the 1960s. For 
example, the way people go about doing their work might have changed and the value of 
leadership and acceptance of diversity in the workplace might be appreciated differently. The flat 
structures of organizations and the team-oriented process might influence employees’ perceived 
organizational climate.   
Overall technology acceptance towards KMS and ELS. 
The results of this study showed that only two factors about UTAUT toward KMS were 
accepted from the three Korean companies. In particular, factor 1 (IU/SI) and factor 2 (EE) play 
an important role in contributing to the learning organizations in Korean companies.  On the 
contrary, factor 1 (PE/AT) and factor 2 (FC/EE) about UTAUT toward ELS were accepted. Even 
though KMS and ELS both attempt to support learning while creating, sharing, and transferring 
knowledge across organizations (Maier & Schmidt, 2007), employees hold different perspectives 
about accepting them.  
For learning and knowledge sharing, employees have been expected to use KMS and 
ELS within companies. However, there seem to be many reasons for employees not to want to 
use them. According to Garfield (2006), there are several reasons why employees do not share 
their knowledge. For example, they do not understand why knowledge sharing is important for 
individuals or organizations.  They may understand the importance of knowledge sharing but 
may not believe that the way of knowledge sharing is effective or appropriate. They may not 
have the motivation to utilize them or they may not properly believe in the benefits. Using 
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technology, such as KMS or ELS, could be explained with the same reasons. Based on the 
UTAUT by Venkatesh et al., (2003), if employees feel a burden to learn how to utilize KMS, 
they may not use it. Effort expectancy (EE) refers to “the degree of easiness associated with the 
use of the system” (Venkatesh et al., 2003). Another possible explanation is social influence (SI), 
the degree to which an individual perceives that using the system is important. On the contrary, if 
employees believe that using ELS is not beneficial for their performance, they may not use it. In 
addition, if there are potential resources or supporting teams or experts when employees use ELS, 
their intention to use ELS might increase. In particular, enhancing the utilization of KMS might 
need to be considered by increasing the easiness of use of the system. In promoting ELS, it might 
be beneficial to consider the types of content that are delivered, which are related to performance. 
It might also be beneficial to consider optimal facilitating conditions when employees face 
problems of using ELS.   
According to Efimova and Swaak (2002), KMS and ELS appear to be related, but tasks, 
IT support, and responsibilities are different. Generally, Human Resource Development (HRD) 
department focuses on employees’ learning and development while a KM team is charged with 
knowledge sharing in companies. The responsibilities of different systems are influenced by the 
structure in companies and may bring the need for diverse methods for strategic planning, 
supporting activities, and implementing systems (Brandon-Hall, 2001; Hackett, 2001). In 
addition, KMS and ELS have used different technologies. Efimova and Swaak (2002) conducted 
a study in six companies and found that KMS has in-house made websites and intranets in all six 
companies while ELS has been developed  by outside vendors. Thus, there seem to be a 
significant  difference between KMS and ELS in companies due to these different organizational 
units and supportive technologies (Efimova & Swaak, 2002).  
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The dimensions of learning organizations.  
As an integrative approach, DLOQ was used because it consists of three different levels, 
which are individual, team, and organizational levels. However, only one factor was accepted 
after EFA with the datasets from three companies of South Korea. The results of this study are 
not consistent with the previous studies that reported that seven constructs of DLOQ were 
validated in the Korean context (Song, & Chermack, 2008; Song et al., 2009) as well as cross-
cultural contexts (Jamali et al., 2009; Kim et al., 2010).  
One factor included items from all three levels, which are individual (inquiry and dialog), 
team (team learning), and organizational levels (empowerment, system connection, and strategic 
leadership). However, organizational items dominate the factor. According to Alavi and Leidner 
(2001), organizational knowledge is developed and created within teams of individuals. One of 
the implications is that employees in South Korea may appreciate organizational learning. Many 
researchers indicated that cultural dimensions influence knowledge management and sharing 
within organizations (Bock et al., 2005; Collins & Smith, 2006; Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; 
Mohammed & Dumville, 2001). As Hofstede (1980) introduced, national culture may influence 
employees’ perceptions of the learning organization. South Korea could be a high collectivistic 
and low individualistic culture because it has been a homogenous society for a long time. 
Collectivistic societies tend to emphasize group or organizational achievement instead of putting 
more value into individual performance (Ford & Chan, 2003). Nowadays, the index of 
collectivism seems to have changed. However, employees in three companies of South Korea 
appear to perceive that learning within organizations is invaluable.  Second, the previous studies 
that were conducted in South Korea collected data from various industries (Song et al., 2009) 
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and focused on data from the manufacturing industry (Kim et al., 2010). Thus, the service 
industry might show different results.  
 
Overall Hypotheses Testing 
 Hypothesis 1 and 2. 
The results (H1 and H2) of this study showed employees’ perceptions of organizational 
climate influenced the dimensions of a learning organization. Many studies (Ekvall, 1996; Ekvall 
& Britz, 2001; Service & Boockholdt, 1998) have conceptually addressed positive relationships 
between organizational climate and learning organizations. However, only a few empirical 
studies (Samad, 2004, 2010) have attempted to explore the relationship between organizational 
climate and learning organizations. Samad (2010) revealed the relationship between 
organizational climate and the development of learning organizations in a telecommunications 
company in Malaysia. The sample consisted of 500 middle and senior level employees and the 
results indicated that a creative organizational climate was significantly related to a learning 
organization. McLure-Wasko and Faraj (2005) found that employees tend to contribute to 
knowledge sharing in online communities when they believe sharing knowledge is appreciable 
within organizations and when they feel a strong identity as a member of organizations. Taylor 
and Wright (2004) reported that a climate that encourages new ideas and learning from failures is 
positively related to knowledge sharing. Hsu (2006) conducted a case study and found that a 
positive organizational climate is related to continuous learning initiatives. However, a previous 
study conducted by Lee, Kim, and Kim (2006) reported mixed results. They showed that 
organizational climate was not entirely associated with knowledge sharing, except for one of the 
factors of organizational climate, which is the compensation system, was related to knowledge 
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sharing. According to Litwin and Stringer (1968), the pay system may be interpreted as one of 
rewards among the constructs of an organizational climate. Bunderson and Boumgarden (2010) 
indicated that the structure of an organization influences employees’ engagement in learning. 
They found that hierarchical structure reduces conflicts and facilitates knowledge sharing.  
The findings of this study confirmed findings from previous studies (Ekvall & Britz, 
2001; Service & Boockholdt, 1998), which suggested organizational climate influences 
employees’ psychological processes in a learning organization. In particular, this study can 
contribute to the role of organizational climate (identity, structure, and reward) and how it 
influences the development of a learning organization.   
Hypothesis 3 and 4. 
The results (H3 and H4) of this study confirmed that employees’ perceived organizational 
climate affects their utilization of KMS and ELS, which are to contribute to share knowledge for 
a learning organization. Several researchers (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Gold, Malhotra, & 
Segars, 2001) conceptually suggested organizational climate influences employees’ learning and 
knowledge sharing. Janz and Prasarnphanich (2003) empirically revealed that the organizational 
climate influences cooperative learning, which is ELS as a learning system in South Korea. In 
addition, many studies suggested that organizational climate influenced information technologies 
(IT) that support employees’ learning and knowledge sharing (Kozlowski & Hults, 1987; 
Schneider, 1983).  
The results of this study supported the empirical relationships between organizational 
climate and employees’ perceptions of using technologies such as KMS and ELS. The findings 
of this study were able to empirically substantiate previous conceptual suggestions on the 
relationship between organizational climate and employees’ perceptions of using technologies 
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such as KMS and ELS (Kaufman, 1974; Kanter, 1983; Kozlowski & Hults, 1987). This finding 
is important because it demonstrates the critical role of organizational climate in using 
technology so that it could be informative for a successful integration of technology in the 
workplace. Adopting technologies does not guarantee employees’ learning and knowledge 
sharing even though technologies are viable tools that facilitate the distribution of information 
and sharing knowledge. 
Hypothesis 5 and 6. 
Employees’ acceptance towards KMS and ELS from three companies influenced the 
development of learning organizations in South Korea. As supported by Hypothesis 5 (H5) and 6 
(H6), technologies are enablers of the development of a learning organization. Previous studies 
found that using KMS and ELS positively influences the development of learning organizations 
(Kane, & Alavi, 2007; Keane, Barber, Munive-Hernandez, 2007; ChattiJarke, & Frosch-Wilke, 
2007). Knowledge management affects the enhancement of organizational learning (Liao & Wu, 
2010), which is an antecedent to the development of learning organizations (Ke & Wei, 2006). 
Liao and Wu (2010) collected a total of 327 completed data from 1100 companies in Taiwan and 
revealed that organizations with more knowledge management practices showed more positive 
capabilities of fostering organizational learning. Ashworth, Mukhopadhyay, and Argote (2004) 
examined the relationship between information systems and organizational learning in a bank 
and revealed that using information technologies that facilitates knowledge sharing can increase 
organizational learning. In addition, Kane and Alavi (2007) also found that knowledge 
management tools such as electronic communities of practice or knowledge repositories affect 
and enhance organizational learning. The findings of this study showed similar results as 
previous studies and can contribute to the existing research about South Korean organizations.  
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The Comparisons Among Three Companies 
As shown in Figure 5 and 7 (pages 107 and 132), Company A and C have integrated 
KMS and ELS into their learning organizations, and the perceived organizational climate also 
supports employees’ acceptance towards these technologies. On the contrary, Company B did 
not incorporate KMS and ELS into the development of its learning organization and the 
employees’ perceptions of organizational climate did not support their utilization of KMS and 
ELS for the development of a learning organization (See Figure 6 on page 119). The following 
sections discuss the findings, which focus on two aspects: Changing constructs in the instruments 
based on individual companies and hypothesis testing.  
Changing constructs in the instruments based on individual companies. 
Perceived organizational climate. 
All three companies share some common factors, but some differences are observed. The 
common factors are warmth, conflict, responsibility, and structure (See Table 98). 
Table 98 
The Differences among Company A, B, and C’ Construct of LSOCQ 
 
Construct Company A Company B Company C 
 LSOCQ Factor 1 (Identity) 
Factor 2 (Warmth) 
Factor 3 (Conflict) 
Factor 4 (Responsibility) 
Factor 5 (Structure)* 
Factor 1 (Reward)* 
Factor 2 (Conflict)* 
Factor 3 (Responsibility) 
Factor 4 (Warmth) 
Factor 5 (Structure) 
Factor 1 (Structure/Support/ 
Reward/Identity)* 
Factor 2 (Responsibility/Warmth) 
Factor 3 (Report line/recognition)  
Factor 4 (Conflict) 
* A statistically significant factor of organizational climate that influences the development of learning organization  
Among the five factors of organizational climate, only ‘Structure’ influenced the 
development of a learning organization in company A and ‘reward’ and ‘conflict’ affected the 
development of a learning organization in company B. Company C had four factors – a mix of 
identity, reward, support, and structure, warmth, responsibility, and conflict.   
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Only ‘structure’ affected the development of a learning organization in company A while 
‘reward’ and ‘conflict’ influenced the development of a learning organization in company B. 
According to Bunderson and Boumgarden (2010), the structure of high-technology firm affects 
employees’ engagement in learning and improvement. They found that higher levels of 
specialization, formalization, and hierarchy contributed to sharing knowledge, reducing conflict, 
and fostering a safe psychological climate, which all contribute to enhancing learning 
(Bunderson & Boumgarden, 2010). Thus, the ‘structure’ of companies seems to affect the 
development of learning organizations.  
The two factors, ‘reward’ and ‘conflict’, have been shown to be important factors of 
organizational climate that have influenced employees’ learning in company B. Company B is a 
small-sized organization that consists of 580 employees. Bunderson and Boumgarden (2010) 
indicated that hierarchical structure reduces conflicts and facilitates knowledge sharing. 
Comparatively, the small size of company B seems to have a team-based structure, compared to 
the structure of Company A, which has 1,350 employees. Therefore, conflict may not be reduced 
and there may, consequently, be a decrease in knowledge sharing. However, ‘conflict’ is a 
critical factor in employees’ learning, as Nevis et al. (1995) suggested. As the previous study 
(Lee et al., 2006) found, ‘reward’ is related to employees’ knowledge sharing and ‘conflict’ 
influences employees’ learning (Nevis et al., 1995). When organizations allow employees to 
share their mistakes and give them opportunities to learn from their errors within their 
organizations, their learning may be expedited.    
Company C showed different results from company A and B. The first factor (the mix of 
identity, reward, support, and structure) significantly influenced the development of a learning 
organization. Company C had a mixed factor of organizational climate. This might be because it 
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is a new industry that exerts a lot of effort in expanding its business from a broadcasting service 
to a mobile service. As Lee et al., (2006) addressed earlier, Lin (2007) also reported that 
organizational factors, top management support, and organizational rewards significantly 
influenced the process of knowledge sharing.  According to Day and Harrison (2007), identity 
can enhance leadership development in the workplace.  Even though the two companies - 
company B and C - are in the same conglomerate, their organizational climate reported different 
factors. Thus, each company has a unique organizational climate.  
UTAUT towards KMS and ELS. 
Since UTAUT was created by Venkatesh et al., (2003), previous studies examined the 
reliability and validity of the questionnaire (Oshlyansky et al., 2007; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). 
They reported on the four factors, performance expectancy (PE), effort expectancy (EE), social 
influence (SI), and the facilitating conditions (FC), which were found to be reliable and were 
therefore, validated (Marchewka, Liu, & Kostiwa, 2007; Oshlyansky et al., 2007). The 
reliabilities of all constructs were found to be acceptable and highly consistent (Alpha > .80) 
(Venkatesh et al., 2003). The previous results clearly showed that this tool is robust enough to be 
used cross-culturally (Oshlyansky et al., 2007). However, the results of this study also showed 
different results from previous studies (See Table 99), which included performance expectancy 
(PE), effort expectancy (EE), attitude (AT), social influence (SI), and intention to use (IU) for 
KMS and performance expectancy (PE), effort expectancy (EE), attitude (AT), social influence 
(SI), and facilitating conditions (FC) for ELS. There were no common factors among these three 
companies. Among these factors, social influence (SI) and performance expectancy (PE) of 
UTAUT towards KMS showed influential factors that influenced the development of learning 
organizations in company A and C (See Table 99). Social influence (SI) and performance 
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expectancy (PE), effort expectancy (EE), and facilitating conditions (FC) of UTAUT towards 
ELS affected the development of the learning organization in company A and C.  
Table 99  
The Differences among Company A, B, and C’ Construct of UTAUT 
Construct Company A Company B Company C 
UTAUT-
KMS 
Factor 1 (AT) 
Factor 2 (EE)  
Factor 3 (SI/PE)* 
Factor 1 (EE) 
Factor 2 (AT) 
Factor 1 (SI)* 
Factor 2 (IU) 
UTAUT-ELS Factor 1 (AT/ EE) 
Factor 2 (SI)* 
Factor 3 (FC) 
Factor 1 (PE/AT)  
Factor 2 (SI) 
 
Factor 1(PE/EE/FC)* 
* A statistically significant factor of UTAUT that influences the development of learning organization  
According to a recent study, performance expectancy (PE) and social influence (SI) 
were significantly influential factors towards KMS in France (Isabelle & Sandrine, 2009). 
Sedana and Wijaya (2010) examined UTAUT towards ELS in a university in Indonesia and 
performance expectancy (PE), social influence (SI), and facilitating conditions (FC) were 
influential factors on intention to use ELS. Thus, cultural differences might play a critical role in 
users’ technology acceptance levels.   
According to Il, Hong, and Kang (2011), cultural factor was not considered when 
UTAUT was created but these factors of UTAUT might be influenced by cultural differences. 
They conducted employees’ acceptance levels towards technology in South Korea and the 
United States and found that social influence (SI) significantly affected employees in South 
Korea compared to employees in the United States. Employees in South Korea felt more 
pressure to use technology when their colleagues used it. Thus, employees’ acceptance levels 
toward KMS and ELS in South Korea might show different results because of cultural 
differences (Il et al., 2011).     
The dimensions of a learning organization.  
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Individual companies showed similar results, which dealt with only one factor of the 
learning organization, which remained after EFA. Company A showed only one factor, which 
was at the organizational level of the learning organization. Company B and C also showed one 
factor, which includes most of the items at the organizational level of a learning organization. 
Company B includes three items from the team level and company C includes one individual 
item and the rest of the items were from the organizational level of a learning organization.  As 
the overall results of these three companies showed, collectivistic societies tend to emphasize 
learning at the organizational level instead of the individual level.  See Table 100 for The 
Differences among Company A, B, and C’ Construct of DLOQ. 
Table 100 
The Differences among Company A, B, and C’ Construct of DLOQ 
Construct Company A Company B Company C 
DLOQ Factor 1 
(OL: Empowerment, system 
connection, strategic 
leadership)  
Factor 1 
(TL: team learning, OL: 
empowerment, system 
connection,  strategic 
leadership) 
 
Factor 1  
(IL: continuous learning, OL 
embedded system, 
empowerment) 
As Bunderson and Boumgarden (2010) suggested, the structure of organization affected 
employees’ engagement in learning and improvement. Company A seems to have higher levels 
of specialization, formalization, and hierarchy which contributed to sharing knowledge, reducing 
conflict, and fostering a safe psychological climate and, finally, enhancing learning in the 
organization. Comparatively, the small size of company B seems to have a team-based structure, 
compared to the structure of Company A, which has 1,350 employees. Therefore, company B 
appeared to demonstrate team-level learning. Company C is expanding their operations so its 
structure might be more flexible to adjust new business strategies and depend on individuals’ 
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competencies. This factor might be included in the individual level learning item shown in 
company C (See Table 100).  
Hypothesis testing discussion on individual companies.  
Company A and C both confirmed all six hypotheses. However, company B confirmed 
only hypothesis 1 and 2. In particular, the results of company B showed that organizational 
climate did not influence employees’ usage of KMS and ELS and their usage of KMS and ELS 
did not affect the learning organization within the company. Previous studies have reported that 
employees appear not to share their knowledge, even though organizations have placed a lot of 
effort into facilitating employees’ knowledge sharing (Ciborra & Patriota, 1998; Ford & Chan, 
2003; Scarbrough, 2003; Szulanski, 1996). There are three reasons that might explain the results 
of company B. First, employees in company B recognize their knowledge as their power and 
want to hoard it for themselves rather than share their power with others. This type of knowledge 
hoarding behavior could be peculiar to specific organizational or professional communities, such 
as competitive groups (Scarbrough, 2003). Employees who are working in the IT field might 
worry about their marginalization after sharing their knowledge through KMS. Secondly, the 
structure of company B seems to affect employees’ perceptions of KMS and ELS. Company B 
has a team based, less hierarchical structure and a small number of employees. Operating with a 
team-based structure may facilitate sharing knowledge through face to face interactions, instead 
of through technology, such as KMS, and employees who work within this structure might prefer 
to ask questions directly, instead of using ELS. Employees in high tech firms tend to learn job-
specific learning contents. However, e-learning contents that company B offers seem to be 
associated with general competencies, such as presentation skills, communication skills, or 
leadership. Thus, employees in company B might think that using KMS and ELS may not be 
156 
appropriate for their knowledge sharing or learning. Third, the results of this study imply that 
KMS and ELS strategies might not be aligned with their learning and development strategies and 
policies in company B. Based on the hypotheses of company B, only employees’ perceived 
organizational climate affected the development of a learning organization. However, 
organizational climate did not influence employees’ usage of KMS and ELS and their usage of 
KMS and ELS did not affect the learning organization. For example, all three companies 
emphasize employees’ learning so they require employees to spend many hours in learning. 
Compared to learning hours used per employee, there were no significant differences among the 
three companies. However, employees in company B seemed not to use KMS and ELS as 
frequently as many employees in company A and C. Company B seemed to underestimate the 
role of technologies such as KMS and ELS which may explain why it does not integrate KMS 
and ELS into employees’ learning and performance systems. Thus, employees’ perceptions on 
KMS and ELS may have not strongly affected the development of learning organizations directly, 
due to this disconnection. As a result of such a misalignment, employees in company B may 
have perceived through their organizational climate that a minimal utilization of KMS and ELS 
was acceptable. Recent studies (Conley & Zheng, 2009; Yoon & Lim, 2010) showed that this 
disconnection seems to be replicated in the use of information technologies within organizations.  
 
Conclusion 
This study shows the critical role of KMS and ELS in developing learning organizations, 
and explains that organizational climate influences employees’ utilization of KMS and ELS in 
the workplace in South Korea. Technologies play a critical role in influencing employees’ 
behaviors as well as creating tools that accelerate knowledge sharing (Ardichvili, 2008; Barab et 
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al., 2004; Huang & Chen, 2001; Jian & Jaffres, 2006; Wenger, 1998). However, technologies do 
not guarantee anything without utilization by employees and the supportive role of 
organizational climate.   
The contribution of this study is that a holistic perspective is necessary to integrate 
technologies into the workplace for the creation of a learning organization. Adopting information 
technologies can be one intervention for organizational development and can bring a variety of 
changes at the individual, team, or even organizational levels. However, there seems to be a 
problem where technology is overlooked in the change management process. Executives, 
managers, even HRD professionals have yet to recognize its real value (De Long & Fahey, 2000). 
Wang, Wang, Ma, and Liang (2009) emphasize that adopting technology is a very complex 
process that is related to psychological, organizational, and systems variables. This means that 
HRD professionals should consider creating specific roles that would contribute to creating a 
better workplace culture through technology. This would allow employees to enjoy their learning 
and apply what they learn into their jobs for improved job performance. As one of their 
numerous roles, planning the process of adopting informational technologies, monitoring, 
evaluating the process, and contributing to transform their organizations’ culture will all be part 
of the essential roles of HRD professionals.  
Although the positive effects of taking an integral approach in addressing the 
interrelationship between perceived organizational climate, technology acceptance towards KMS 
and ELS, and the development of learning organizations might appear obvious, the feasibility of 
such integration may not be clear to HRD practitioners in South Korea. Based on the findings of 
this study, the researcher proposes the following suggestions to HRD professionals who desire to 
incorporate technologies within their organizations. First, emphasize efforts to nurture 
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employees’ perceived organizational climate and their technology acceptance before 
implementing technologies. Effective knowledge sharing and learning through technologies 
cannot be enforced or mandated upon employees. However, HRD professionals can foster safe 
learning environments where employees voluntarily participate in using these technologies.  
Secondly, HRD professionals need to reveal the barriers, and create a link between interventions 
and technologies, which enhance the creation of a learning organization with their organizations. 
Adopting and implementing KMS and ELS may be performed in various ways based on the 
organizations’ situations. KMS and ELS practices may have variations and differentiations, 
depending on the organizations.  Thus, an alternative strategy is to diagnose the organizations’ 
situations by identifying the specific groups that need extra interventions as well as by 
determining which interventions are needed to fill in the gaps to integrate the technologies. Third, 
based on the diagnosis, the HRD should actively provide support resources and feedback to 
employees and decision makers with updates regarding the implementation of the technologies. 
For example, the results of this study showed that in company B, KMS and ELS did not seem to 
be working properly in the development of the learning organization. This means that the 
utilization of KMS and ELS may not be appreciated nor recognized in this particular workplace. 
Thus, HRD professionals can take into account reward structures and collaborate with Human 
Resource Management (HRM), which is in charge of the compensation system, to make that 
alignment between reward and promotion of KMS and ELS.  
However, in reality, many departments are involved in adopting technologies. Integrating 
the utilization of technologies with business strategies and developing technology learning 
strategies, while also collaborating with other departments such as HRM, KMS, and quality 
management are critical factors. Thus, HRD professionals may be in a prime position to  
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communicate with stakeholders consistently to change management. As change agents and 
facilitators, HRD professionals can remind their stakeholders of the importance of social and 
individual factors towards technology when organizations adopt new information technologies 
and provide proper resources or learning environments for leaders of other departments to 
perform their jobs successfully.  
In sum, employees should feel that their utilization of technologies will be supported and 
that they will receive the necessary support and recognition. This can be achieved by creating a 
safe learning environment where admitting diversified employees’ opinions or their mistakes are 
allowed for them to learn through knowledge sharing and learning. The role of HRD 
professionals is changing and new roles are required based on the globalized, diversified, and 
specialized nature of people’s jobs. HRD professionals will need to play the role of facilitator 
who supports employees in their professional development or by providing appropriate resources 
and environments for them to do so. In addition, HRD professionals are being asked to create, 
monitor, and develop wholesome online learning environments that the organizational climate 
will be conducive to promoting effective, collaborations among departments, increased self-
learning and development and the sharing of tacit or explicit knowledge through technologies 
with colleagues.   
 
Limitations  
This study has several limitations. First, this study collected data in three companies 
within a service industry in South Korea for convenient sampling. The weakness of this approach 
is that participants may not be representative of all the employees in the company. Employees in 
other industries and other countries might provide different responses. Therefore, the results of 
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this study can only be generalized in a limited fashion to employees in other companies in South 
Korea. Second, findings were based on the perceptions of employees who voluntarily chose to 
respond to the questionnaire. Therefore, data gathered from this study must be interpreted with 
caution, recognizing that they are collected through a self-reporting mechanism, as opposed to 
direct observation, or actual data analysis and that not all employees in the companies were fully 
represented in the data. Third, this study collected the data at a particular time with quantitative 
methodology, so longitudinal or qualitative data would be better at explaining the 
interrelationships among employees’ perceptions of organizational climate, the usage and 
acceptance towards KMS and ELS, and the learning organization. Fourth, the contents in KMS 
and ELS may influence users’ acceptance levels so the extent to how much business strategies 
are associated with them needs to be investigated in each company. Fifth, each instrument 
showed different constructs from the original ones even though they have been used for a long 
time in cross-cultural contexts. Cultural differences may also affect the respondents’ 
interpretations, so the instruments need to be validated in different cultural contexts. 
 Given these limitations, the researcher suggests the following future research.  
  
Future Studies 
For future research, many scholars point out that the integration of KMS and ELS is 
essential and HRD practices have to be strategically aligned with business strategies. However, 
studies seem to have overlooked the necessity for executives and managers to recognize the role 
of technologies in the workplace. Thus, executives or decision makers’ perceptions towards 
technology will need to be investigated. In addition, HRD professionals may not think that 
integration of technologies in the workplace is part of their job description. Thus, HRD 
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professionals’ perceptions of integration of technologies and what factors might affect their 
perceptions would be a topic for further investigation.  
Quantitative methodologies were applied to examine the interrelationships between 
organizational climate and employees’ acceptance towards KMS and ELS, and between 
employees’ acceptance towards KMS and ELS and the development of a learning organization. 
However, employees’ perception of organizational climate seems to be very situational and 
measured at a particular time. Thus, longitudinal and qualitative research may be useful to gain a 
deeper understanding of what reasons affect the interrelationships.  
Due to the change of exterior environments, diversified employees who have different 
languages and cultural backgrounds can work in the same organizations. Organizations are 
becoming more decentralized, spreading all over the world, and are now challenged to deal with 
multicultural and multinational business issues. Many organizations in South Korea also appear 
to have diverse issues concerning global companies and small-medium sized companies. Thus, 
these organizations may have different perspectives on employees’ perceptions of organizational 
climate and KMS and ELS, even though these same technologies can be used in the same 
organization. Additionally, these organizations will be faced with employees who have different 
cultural backgrounds that might affect their use of technologies.  
Finally, in the field of HRD many HRD professionals tend to overlook untapped areas 
such as social movements outside of organizations. Most studies that have been conducted in 
South Korea deal with only large companies while untapped areas, unemployment, and beyond 
profit organizations have been overlooked. Thus, small and medium- sized companies, which 
cover 86% of employees in South Korea need to be further explored to evaluate the wider impact 
of this technology.  
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Appendix: A Survey Questionnaire 
 
 
Feb _, 2012  
 
You are invited to participate in a research project to investigate the relationship between 
organizational climate and the attitudes of employees towards e-learning in the workplace by Sun 
Joo Yoo and Wenhao Huang at the Department of Human Resource Education at University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. 
 
All collected data will be used for academic publications and future grant proposal 
writing. No personal information will be disclosed during the dissemination process. 
 
You only need to fill out an online survey via a secure website consisting of the 
Organizational Climate survey, learning organizational culture and the United Theory of 
Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) Survey, which takes about 20 minutes to finish.  
 
Your participation in this project is completely voluntary, and you are free to withdraw at 
any time and for any reason without penalty. Your choice to participate or not will not impact 
your job. You are also free to refuse to answer any questions you do not wish to answer. 
 
If you have any questions about this research project, please contact Sun Joo Yoo via 
email (yoo23@illinois.edu).  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Sun Joo Yoo (yoo23@illinois.edu) 
Doctoral student, Human Resource Development, Dept. of Education Policy, Organization & 
Leadership, The College of Education, University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign 
 
Wenhao Huang (wdhuang@Illinois.edu)  
Assistant professor, Human Resource Development, Dept. of Education Policy, Organization & 
Leadership, The College of Education, University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign  
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If you have read and understood the above information and voluntarily agree to 
participate in the research project described above, please follow the instructions below to 
proceed. By providing the consent you affirm that you are 18 years or older. 
 
(1) Print out a copy of this consent for your records. 
(2) Click the NEXT button below to proceed to the survey 
 
If you have read and understood the above information and decide NOT to participate in 
the research project described above, please click the EXIT button to leave the survey. 
 
 
EXIT 
 
  
NEXT 
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant please contact Anne 
Robertson, Bureau of Educational Research, 217-333-3023, or arobrtsn@illinois.edu or the 
Institutional Review Board at 217-333-2670 or irb@illinoise.edu 
 
This survey will be available Tuesday, (Feb) __ through Tuesday, (March) __ at 12 pm.  
The survey can be accessed at ______FILL IN THE LINK________________. 
 
The following are the questions and ratings system used. Please read each item carefully 
and completely. Fill in the response that best describes your view of the current climate of the 
college as a whole.  
 
Questions were based on a 7-point Likert scale with response options ranging from 
Almost never (1) to Almost Always (7).  
 
(1) Learning Organizational Culture : Dimension of Learning Organization Questionnaire 
 
Individual level 
1. In my organization, people help each other learn. 
2. In my organization, people are given time to support learning. 
3. In my organization, people are rewarded for learning. 
4. In my organization, people give open and honest feedback to each other. 
5. In my organization, whenever people state their view, they also ask what others think. 
6. In my organization, people spend time building trust with each other. 
 
Team or group level 
7. In my organization, teams/groups have the freedom to adapt their goals as needed. 
8. In my organization, teams/groups revise their thinking as a result of group discussions or 
information collected. 
9. In my organization, teams/groups are confident that the organization will act on their 
recommendations. 
 
Organization level 
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10. My organization creates systems to measure gaps between current and expected performance. 
11. My organization makes its lessons learned available to all employees. 
12. My organization measures the results of the time and resources spent on training. 
13. My organization recognizes people for taking initiative. 
14. My organization gives people control over the resources they need to accomplish their work. 
15. My organization supports employees who take calculated risks. 
16. My organization encourages people to think from a global perspective. 
17. My organization works together with the outside community to meet mutual needs. 
18. My organization encourages people to get answers from across the organization when 
solving problems. 
19. In my organization, leaders mentor and coach those they lead. 
20. In my organization, leaders continually look for opportunities to learn. 
21. In my organization, leaders ensure that the organization’s actions are consistent with its 
values. 
 
(2) Acceptance levels towards Knowledge Management System (KMS)/E-learning 
System(ELS) 
 
Strongly disagree (1) Disagree (2) Disagree somewhat (3) Neither agree and disagree (4)  
Agree somewhat (5) Agree (6) Strongly agree (7).  
Items KMS ELS 
1: I would find (KMS/ELS) useful in my job.   
2: Using (KMS/ELS) enables me to accomplish tasks more quickly.   
3: Using (KMS/ELS) increases my productivity.   
4: If I use (KMS/ELS), I will increase my chances of getting a raise.   
5: My interaction with (KMS/ELS) would be clear and 
understandable. 
  
6: It would be easy for me to become skillful at using (KMS/ELS).   
7: I would find (KMS/ELS) easy to use.   
8: Learning to operate (KMS/ELS) is easy for me.   
9: Using (KMS/ELS) is a good idea.   
10: (KMS/ELS) makes work more interesting.   
11: Working with (KMS/ELS) is fun.   
12: I like working with (KMS/ELS).   
13: People who influence my behavior think that I should use 
(KMS/ELS). 
  
14: People who are important to me think that I should use 
(KMS/ELS). 
  
15: The senior management of this business has been helpful in the 
use of (KMS/ELS). 
  
16: In general, the organization has supported the use of (KMS/ELS).   
17: I feel apprehensive about using (KMS/ELS).   
18: (KMS/ELS) is somewhat intimidating to me.   
19: I have the resources necessary to use (KMS/ELS).   
20: I have the knowledge necessary to use (KMS/ELS).   
21: (KMS/ELS) is not compatible with other systems I use.   
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22: A specific person (or group) is available for assistance with 
(KMS/ELS) difficulties. 
  
23: I intend to take (KMS/ELS) in the next 6 months.   
24: I plan to take (KMS/ELS) in the next 6 months.   
25: I predict I would take (KMS/ELS) in the next 6 months.   
. 
  
(4) Organizational Climate: The Litwin and Stringer Organization Climate 
Questionnaire  
 
Structure 
1. The jobs in this Organization are clearly defined and logically structured. 
2. In this Organization, it is sometimes unclear who has the formal authority to make a 
decision. 
3. The policies and structure of the Organization have been clearly explained. 
4. Red-tape is kept to a minimum in this Organization. 
5. Excessive rules, administrative details, and red-tape make it difficult for new and original 
ideas to receive consideration. 
6. Our productivity sometimes suffers from lack of organization and planning. 
7. In some of the projects I’ve been on, I haven’t been sure exactly who my boss was. 
8. Our management isn’t so concerned about formal organization and authority, but 
concentrates instead on getting the right people together to do the job. 
Responsibility 
9. We don’t rely too heavily on individual judgment in this organization; almost everything is 
double-checked. 
10. Around here management resents your checking everything with them; if you think you’ve 
got the right approach you just go ahead. 
11. Supervision in this Organization is mainly a matter of setting guidelines for your 
subordinates; you let them take responsibility for the job. 
12. You won’t get ahead in this Organization unless you stick your neck out and try things on 
your own sometimes. 
13. Our philosophy emphasizes that people should solve their problems by themselves. 
14. There are an awful lot of excuses around here when somebody makes a mistake. 
15. One of the problems in this Organization is that individuals won’t take responsibility. 
Reward 
16. We have a promotion system here that helps the best man to rise to the top. 
17. In this Organization the rewards and encouragements you get usually outweigh the threats 
and the criticism. 
18. In this Organization people are rewarded in proportion to the excellence of their job 
performance. 
19. There is a great deal of criticism in this Organization. 
20. There is not enough reward and recognition given in this Organization for doing good work.  
21. If you make a mistake in this Organization you will be punished. 
Risk 
22. The philosophy of our management is that in the long run we get ahead fastest by playing it 
slow, safe, and sure. 
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23. Our business has been built up by taking calculated risks at the right time. 
24. Decision making in this Organization is too cautious from maximum effectiveness. 
25. Our management is willing to take a chance on a good idea. 
26. We have to take some pretty big risks occasionally to keep ahead of the competition in the 
business we’re in.  
Warmth 
27. A friendly atmosphere prevails among the people in this Organization. 
28. E-learning in this Organization is characterized by a relaxed, easy-going atmosphere. 
29. It is very hard to get to know people in this Organization. 
30. People in this Organization tend to be cool and aloof towards each other. 
31. There is a lot of warmth in the relationships between management and workers in this 
Organization. 
Support 
32. You don’t get much sympathy from higher-ups in this Organization if you make a mistake. 
33. Management makes an effort to talk with you about your career aspirations within the 
Organization. 
34. People in this Organization don’t really trust each other enough. 
35. The philosophy of our management emphasizes the human factor, how people feel, etc. 
36. When I am on a difficult assignment of e-learning I can usually count on getting assistance 
from my boss and co-workers. 
Standards 
37. In this Organization we set very high standards for performance. 
38. Our management believes that no job is so well done that it couldn’t be done better. 
39. Around here there is a feeling of pressure to continually improve our personal and group 
performance. 
40. Management believes that if the people are happy, productivity will take care of itself. 
41. To get ahead in this Organization it’s more important to get along than it is to be a high 
producer. 
42. In this Organization people don’t seem to take much pride in their performance. 
Conflict  
43. The best way to make a good impression around here is to steer clear of open arguments and 
disagreements. 
44. The attitude of our management is that conflict between competing units and individuals can 
be very healthy. 
45. We are encouraged to speak our minds, even if it means disagreeing with our superiors. 
46. In management meetings the goal is to arrive at a decision as smoothly and quickly as 
possible. 
Identity 
47. People are proud of belonging to this Organization. 
48. I feel that I am a member of a well-functioning team. 
49. As far as I can see, there isn’t very much personal loyalty to the company. 
50. In this Organization people pretty much look out for their own interests. 
 
Demographics Info 
 
1. Gender:  
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Male                female 
 
2. Your age:  
Less than 20          21 – 30                 31-40                41-50            More than 50   
 
3. Your work experience:  
Less than 1 year    1 - 5 years      6 - 10 years     11 - 15 years    16 - 20 years     
More than 20 years  
 
4. Your job position/role:  
 Entre level employee               Assistant Manager       Manager     Senior Management       
Supervisory/Director  
 
5. What is your primary responsibility? 
 Marketing/Sales              Production/technician          General Management (supporting)               
R&D                                 Service                                Other (please specify)           
 
6. What is your educational experience? 
 High school graduate   Certificate or associates degree   
 Undergraduate degree                Graduate degree (MS)      Graduate degree (Ph.D) 
 
7. How many hours per month do you spend on your own time on work-related learning? 
Not at all                                 1-10 hours per month           11-20 hours per month   
21-30 hours per month            31-40 hours per month      More than 40 hours per month 
 
8. Usage of Knowledge Management System per month 
 
Not at all                                 1-10 hours per month           11-20 hours per month   
21-30 hours per month            31-40 hours per month         More than 40 hours per month 
 
9. The number of e-learning course that employee takes per month 
 
Not at all                                 1 course                                2 or 3 courses   
4 or 5 courses                          More than 6 courses  
 
10. Usage Frequency of Knowledge Management System  
Not at all                         About once a week        
2 or 3 times a week         4±6 times a week       About once a day            
More than once a day 
 
11. Usage Frequency of E-Learning System   
Not at all                          About once a week        
2 or 3 times a week         4±6 times a week       About once a day            
More than once a day       More than once a day 
 
Thank you for responding to this survey 
